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The changing opportunities to access and use texts in a variety o f forms have prompted 
interest in expanded definitions o f literacy and responsive teaching approaches such as a 
multiliteracies pedagogy. The purpose of this study was to explore the ways in which teachers 
can practice multiliteracies pedagogy within the context of the current Language Arts 
curriculum document. Using a qualitative case study, my research questions explored: What 
might a language arts program look like that encourages the use of multiliteracies and new 
literacies? How may educators be able to use the current Language Arts curriculum document to 
create a multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom? What support(s) might be needed in order 
for educators to create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the classroom? There were 
three data sources in this research study; classroom observations, an initial survey and two focus 
groups. The analysis o f the data led to the conclusion, that although there was an 
acknowledgment of changing definitions of literacy, the teachers at this school remained 
focused on print literacy and traditional understandings o f Language Arts'in their pedagogy. 
Teachers expressed a desire for high-quality professional development and seemed to lack the 
knowledge or language necessary to engage with a multiliteracies pedagogy. The research 
revealed opportunities where teachers may enact multiliteracies pedagogies and what supports 
they may need in order to get there.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Identification of the problem
The changing opportunities to access and use texts in a variety o f forms have prompted 
interest in expanded definitions o f literacy and responsive teaching approaches such as a 
multiliteracies pedagogy. The understanding of what counts as literacy has been shifting over the 
past few decades (New London Group, 1996, Street, 1995, Barton & Hamilton, 1998). For 
example, literacy is no longer solely understood as print, but can include interaction with a broad 
range o f multimodal texts that involves designing, redesigning, and examining the designed in 
new ways. Advances in technologies and the demands o f a global economy have stimulated 
researchers in the literacy field to reexamine their past assumptions in light of the diverse ways 
in which people are engaging in meaning making. The New London Group (1996) argued that 
“that the multiplicity o f communication channels and increasing cultural and linguistic diversity 
in the world today call for a much broader view of literacy than portrayed by traditional 
language-based approaches” (60). The current Language Arts curriculum document has indicated 
recognition of the need to go beyond traditional forms of literacy by including multiple 
dimensions of literacy; for example, it includes six language arts: listening, speaking, reading, 
writing, viewing and representing, and it includes media studies, but these areas have not been 
brought together in a coherent way, which may open opportunities for multiliteracies pedagogy. 
The term multiliteracies coined by The New London Group (1996), refers to “the multiplicity of 
communications channels and media, and the increasing saliency o f cultural and linguistic 
diversity... [multiliteracies] focuses on modes of representation much broader than language 
alone” (p.63-64). Pedagogy, as defined by The New London Group (1996) refers to “a teaching
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and learning relationship that creates the potential for building learning conditions leading to full 
and equitable social participation” (p.60); it is through these two understandings that led to the 
term multiliteracies pedagogy. An example o f this can be drawn from the viewing and 
representing language arts, where the document emphasizes the knowledge and skills required 
for viewing and representing, but there is limited direction on how to apply or assess this; this 
point will be discussed further, later on. The same can be said for the acknowledgment of new 
literacies in the classroom; the document leaves openings for these areas, but fails to give 
teachers direction on application and direction o f these practices. The way in which literacy is 
defined also defines the role o f the learner, the educator, and the approaches taken up in the 
Language Arts curriculum.
Approaches to literacy instruction that privilege print text and the retention o f factual 
knowledge position learners as passive recipients o f knowledge, where multiliteracies pedagogy 
asks learners to actively participate in the meaning making process, by creating and recreating 
meanings based on their own understandings, as well as to understand their significance in this 
process. These changes may be reflected in the types o f learners that develop within 
multiliteracies pedagogy; learners may be able to participate in more sophisticated ways in the 
societies they live in, by understanding and actively participating in the complex ways in which 
communication and interaction occurs, as well as understand the knowledge they have obtained 
through Language Arts as portable across experiences, and not just relevant to Language Arts in 
the classroom. The advances in new literacies are concerned with shifting ideas o f literacy from 
simply knowing how to read, write, and understand the intended meaning from a print based text, 
to using multimodal texts that include combinations of print, graphics, animations, and electronic 
text to create meaning from texts through writing, designing, and illustrating; designing,
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redesigning texts, creating collaborative pieces, and practicing transmedia navigation within and 
amongst different texts (Hibbert, in press). A key component o f multiliteracies is new literacies, 
which include the advances in technology that students are and have been immersed in both 
inside and outside o f school (Prensky, 2001, Partnership for 21st Century Skills). This digital 
turn (Mills, 2010, p. 246) is due in part to advances in technology, access to information, and 
access to technology. Classroom pedagogy and curriculum delivery must change to reflect 
students’ future needs as citizens and contributing members o f society in the 21st century. 
Exploration into how Language Arts curriculum can be interpreted to reflect these changes is 
necessary.
Educators and students are living in an ‘era o f accountability,’ where “the quest for 
accountability and commensurability has focused global attention on producing educational 
outcomes which are simple to interpret, tangible and transparent, and easily comparable” 
(Kalantzis, Cope, & Harvey, 2003, p.15). Teachers are forced to ensure their students are 
prepared for standardized tests (Kelly, 2009), rather than focus on educational tasks that are more 
relevant and purposeful to students’ lives. Assessment practices that emphasize final product, 
retention of factual knowledge, and print based assessments, such as basic reading 
comprehension questions, summarizing printed text, and paragraph writing requires users to be 
passive receivers of knowledge, where multiliteracies pedagogy calls upon students to make 
meanings out o f multimodal texts, and to understand why and how they associate those 
meanings; multiliteracies asks students to consider themselves in the meaning making process, as 
“active designers of meaning” (The New London Group, 1996, p.65). Assessment practices are 
not currently reflective o f the new definitions of literacies (Jewitt, 2003).
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In order to implement multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom, teachers must critically 
evaluate their own understanding o f the Language Arts curriculum to ensure that they are 
providing their students with opportunities to actively engage in the meaning making process 
through multiliteracies. Part of this pedagogy includes understanding how multiliteracies practice 
can be understood through current curriculum expectations. The International Reading 
Association’s (IRA) position statement also reinforces the idea that “to become fully literate in 
today’s world, students must be proficient in new literacies...Therefore literacy educators have a 
responsibility to effectively integrate these technologies into the literacy curriculum” (Gabriel & 
Gabriel, 2010, p.680); teachers need to be given multiple opportunities to do so through high- 
quality professional development. However, professional development opportunities are also 
driven by ministry and board policies, which may not be reflective o f multiliteracies pedagogy.
A thorough review of the relevant literature around each of these areas has been conducted in 
Chapter 2.
Purpose of the study
The purpose of this research study was to explore the ways in which teachers can practice 
multiliteracies pedagogy within the context o f the current Language Arts curriculum 
expectations. My primary research question explored how this can be achieved and 
implemented in a Language Arts classroom. I explored the following questions, using a 
qualitative case study:
a) What might a language arts program look like that encourages the use o f 
multiliteracies and new literacies?
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b) How may educators use the current Language Arts curriculum document to create a 
multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom? and
c) What support(s) might be needed in order for educators to create opportunities to 
engage with multiliteracies in the classroom?
It is anticipated that this research can contribute to the emerging body of literature in this 
field, with potential to influence educational policy and practice, including a model of practices 
that may help teachers engage in pedagogy o f multiliteracies; and help the Ministry in 
identifying areas of improvements in curriculum writing, assessment restructuring, and 
professional development initiatives, by exploring teachers’ pedagogical practices and creating 
dialogue about multiliteracies through a case study methodology. The tenets of my research 
question can also be challenged through this methodology in that educators may express the 
notion that there is not the opportunity to create multiliteracies pedagogy using the existing 
Language Arts (2006) curriculum document.
The research questions seek to gain new understandings o f the current Ontario Language 
Arts curriculum document, which could contribute to current multiliteracies research initiatives, 
as well as provide educators with direction on how to use the current Language Arts curriculum 
document in creating multiliteracies pedagogy. This research can extend to other teachers, and 
help identify what a multiliteracies program can look like in a classroom, beyond theoretical 
explanations, and provide a contemporary understanding o f the current curriculum document to 
include multiliteracies, by examining teachers and their practices with multiliteracies, along with 
exploring their ideas about multiliteracies pedagogy. This research has also explored the
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importance in a shift from standardized tests to assessments of multiliteracies practices, which 
may better prepare students for their futures in society.
The research questions examine teachers’ perceptions of areas for improvement and 
growth o f professional development in Language Arts. The objective of this question was to 
explore where and what support may be needed, so educators are able to understand and given 
the proper professional development on using multiliteracies in unison with the current Language 
Arts curriculum document, being prompted to move away from traditional literacy pedagogy, 
and facilitate informed growth o f literacy tools and skills for teacher’s professional development 
around multiliteracies. Again, the tenets o f this question may challenge the theory that it is 
through professional development that educators will be able to practice multiliteracies 
pedagogy.
Theoretical understanding o f literacy practices may also challenge my primary research 
questions; multiliteracies theories are a major component of my conceptualization, and there are 
questions raised with regards to the extent in which Language Arts programs should be using and 
implemented these practices. In asking, what does a Language Arts program look like that 
encourages the use multiliteracies and new literacies, it could become apparent that the 
ideological principles o f multiliteracies and their practice are opposing to dominant Language 
Arts expectations and ideals.
Assumptions and definition of terms
In using the term multiliteracies, I am referring to the understanding of literacy as defined 
by The New London Group (1996) which aims to “extend the idea and scope o f literacy
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pedagogy to account for the context of our culturally and linguistically diverse and increasingly 
globalized societies, for the multifarious cultures that interrelate and the plurality o f texts that 
circulate” (p.61), as well as assert “that literacy pedagogy now must account for the burgeoning 
variety o f text forms associated with information and multimedia technologies” (p.61). 
Multimedia technologies or new literacies are closely related to multiliteracies in that they play 
an integral role in the shift from traditional definitions to new definitions of literacy; this thesis 
focuses primarily on modes of meaning making. The advances in new literacies, as detailed 
below, change the role o f the learner from passive receiver to active participant in the meaning 
making process. In using the term new literacies, I am referring to literacy practices related to 
digital and electronic texts in multiple modes, combining two or more (Hammett & Toope, 2010, 
p.312), whether linguistic, visual, aural, or graphic. New literacies are also “distinguished by a 
sociocultural framework and focus on technology (digital) forms o f literacy and the ways in 
which technicality is used in social practices that are more ‘participatory,’ ‘collaborative’ and 
‘distributed’ in nature than conventional literacies (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007, 9)” (Courtland 
& Gambell, 2010, p.29). However, multiliteracies is not just the inclusion and use of new 
literacies, but again multimodal texts that include combinations of print, graphics, animations, 
and electronic text; creating meaning from texts through writing, designing, and illustrating; 
designing and redesigning texts; creating collaborative pieces; and practicing transmedia 
navigation within and amongst different texts (Hibbert, in press). As a researcher, I would also 
position my views of curriculum and pedagogy through the lens of multiliteracies. I see a need in 
changing how literacy and literacy pedagogy is defined. New literacies theorists are looking to 
expand notions of literacy, standardized assessment practices seem to value print-centric forms, 
while government documents may be moving towards more expanded definitions of literacy; all
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areas discussed in the thesis. These practices should include both multiple modes of 
representation, the inclusion of multiple linguistic forms of representation, and new literacies.
The language arts expectations I will be referring to are from the 2006 Ontario Language 
Arts curriculum document. The “old basics” o f literacy, which Kalantzis, Cope, & Harvey 
(2003) outline as “the subject areas of the three RS: reading, writing and arithmetic” (p. 19), 
specifically relating to print text, will be a template for what I am referring to, using that term. I 
have explored the changing dynamics o f literacy from the old basics o f reading and writing to 
multiliteracies pedagogy. As outlined above, new definitions o f literacy recognize that both 
reading and writing occur in a diversity o f settings, occur simultaneously and are multimodal, 
and cannot be simplified to a list o f “things-to-be-known” (Kalantzis et al., 2003, p.21).
This study is based on the assumption that definitions o f literacy and literacy practices, 
which support “traditional literacy curriculum’... [where] print literacy, the literary canon and 
standard conventions o f language” (Hibbert, in press, p. 3) are the essential components of being 
literate, need to change. Language Arts programs that only support the literary canon and print 
literacy “are not representative o f the kaleidoscope o f texts and literacies that children encounter 
in society” (Mills, 2009, p.106). My position is that multiliteracies and new literacies can play an 
integral role in student learning and achievement both in and outside of school, and current 
curriculum implementation and Ministry/Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO) 
forms o f assessment are not reflective of this.
Finally, I would also argue that current curriculum is developed and implemented under 
a model o f centralized control; a better, more effective understanding and implementation of 
curriculum can be looked at through an approach developed by Kelly (2009) which “begins from
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a view of society as democratic, o f human beings as individuals entitled within such a society to 
freedom and equality and o f education as to be designed and planned in such a way as to prepare 
and empower such individuals for active and productive life within a democratic social context” 
(p.91). Extending the democratic purposes o f curriculum development, Gunther Kress (2000) 
coined the term “curriculum as design for the future” (p.134) to express the notion that 
curriculum should be designed to prepare students for their future roles in society, which are 
constantly changing. Kress (2000) suggests that curriculum by design will place the “student-as- 
learner very differently to the place he or she occupied in the traditional curriculum” (p. 141); 
students will be given more agency and autonomy and are actively involved in the meaning 
making processes at school. This model emphasizes the “fundamental aim of all serious 
education: to provide those skills, knowledge, aptitudes and dispositions which would allow the 
young who are experiencing that curriculum to lead productive lives” (p.134).
Organization of the thesis
The thesis has been organized into five chapters; the introductory chapter, where the 
problem and purpose of the study have been outlined, along with assumptions and definitions of 
terms; Chapter 2 which entails a review of the relevant literature, organized into three distinct 
subtopics, including new literacies, accountability, and professional development; Chapter 3, 
which details the theoretical framework, methodology, the extent/scope o f the study, data 
sources and data collection, building trustworthiness, analysis and the limitations o f the study; 
Chapter 4 details the preliminary survey data analysis, followed by analysis o f the classroom 
observations and focus groups, a summary o f  identified themes, a brief review of the curriculum 
document, and then a summary o f the data analysis; and Chapter 5 concludes with a discussion
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around the identified themes o f traditional definitions of literacy vs. new definitions of literacy 
and professional development and practice, followed by a discussion and summary.
Summary
It is evident that there has been a shift in recent years in how literacy is defined; this shift 
has resulted in a call for a more expanded definition of literacy and responsive teaching 
approaches such as a multiliteracies pedagogy. Multiliteracies pedagogy seeks to expand current 
definitions of literacy to include wide varieties of multimodal texts, languages and new literacies. 
The potential for multiliteracies pedagogy in classrooms may be restricted by current 
understandings of literacy and standardized assessment practices. This research intends to 
examine a) what does a language arts program look like that encourages the use of multiliteracies 
and new literacies, b) how educators may be able to use the current Language Arts curriculum 
document to create a multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom, and c) what support is needed 
for educators to create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the classroom.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
The purpose o f this section is to explore the relevant literature on multiliteracies and new 
literacies in the classroom and how current assessment and professional development may 
influence pedagogy. New literacies, assessment and professional development are the three areas 
that have been selected for review; all areas that are considered when implementing 
multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom. These areas also connect directly to my primary 
research question; in order to explore what a pedagogy o f multiliteracies might look like in the 
classroom, it is important to understand the direction o f expanded notions o f literacy, which 
include new literacies; in order to explore how educators may be able to use the current 
Language Arts curriculum document to create a multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom and 
what support is needed for educators to create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the 
classroom, it is important to delve into current educational policies, practices and professional 
development to understand how accountability and professional development account for what is 
done in the classroom. Educators are not only influenced by the policy o f implementing the 
curriculum document in their pedagogy, but by aspects o f accountability and professional 
development. Prior to these sections is a discussion of the theoretical framework o f this research. 
This review will better contextualize my contributions to the already existing field o f research in 
multiliteracies pedagogy, and demonstrate the relevance of this research to current educational 
practice. “Successful research is based on all the knowledge, thinking, and research that 
precedes it, and for this reason a review of the literature is an essential step” (Anderson & 
Arsenault, 1998, p.76). The literature review intends to combine multiple ideas and theories
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around multiliteracies, Language Arts, and literacy learning, to give the reader a summary o f the 
“state o f knowledge and major questions in the subject” (Bell, 2010, p. 104), and assist the reader 
in understanding where missing ideas, data, and information are required, and how this research 
could contribute to those areas (Bell, 2010).
Theoretical Framework
This research intends to examine Language Arts through the lens o f multiliteracies theory 
and social constructivism. Multiliteracies theory aims to “extend the idea and scope o f literacy 
pedagogy to account for the context o f our culturally and linguistically diverse and increasingly 
globalized societies, for the multifarious cultures that interrelate and the plurality o f texts that 
circulate” (p.60), as well as assert “that literacy pedagogy now must account for the burgeoning 
variety o f text forms associated with information and multimedia technologies” (Cazden, Cope, 
Fairclough & Gee. 1996, p.60). Multiliteracies theory recognizes the global shift in literacy 
practices, calling particular attention to the multiplicity o f modes and new media involved in the 
meaning making process, and the ‘global connectedness,’ creating a new heeds for 
communicative practices (Cazden, et al., 1996). Multiliteracies theory recognizes that “Effective 
citizenship and productive work now require that we interact effectively using multiple 
languages, multiple Englishes, and communication patterns that more frequently cross cultural, 
community, and national boundaries” (p.64), which differ greatly from traditional ideas, of 
Language learning, where emphasis on the written word and writing practices dominate teacher 
pedagogy. Multiliteracies pedagogy is comprised o f four interrelated principles: situated practice, 
which involves building on the lifeworld experiences o f students’ and situating meaning making 
in real-world contexts; overt instruction, where “students develop an explicit metalanguage of 
design” (Cazden et al., 1996, p.65); critical framing, which encourages students to interpret the
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social context and purpose o f designs of meaning; and transformed practice, which occurs when 
students transform existing meanings to design new meanings, becoming meaning makers 
(Cazden et al., 1996, p.65). A final, critical component o f multiliteracies theory recognizes the 
changing roles that students will have to fill in society. Multiliteracies theory asserts a global 
shift from Fordism, where jobs were marked by an “image o f mindless, repetitive unskilled work 
on the production line” (Cazden et a l, 1996, p.66), to a workforce where vertical hierarchy in the 
workplace is becoming horizontal, and the workplace culture is now comprised of “multiskilled,’ 
well rounded workers, who are flexible enough to do complex and integrated work (Cope & 
Kalantzis, 1995)” (Cazden et al., 1996, p.66). “In responding to the radical changes in working 
life that are currently underway, we need to tread a careful path that provides students with the 
opportunity to develop skills for access to new forms of work” (Cazden et al., 1996, p.67); this 
may be achieved through a pedagogy o f multiliteracies.
The theoretical framework for this thesis is connected to social constructivist education 
theory. Constructivist education theory “suggests that individuals create their own new 
understandings, based upon the interaction o f what they already know and believe, and the 
phenomena or ideas with which they come into contact” (Richardson, 1997, p.3); multiliteracies 
pedagogy is concerned with students creating and recreating their own understandings by 
intersecting their prior funds o f knowledge, “that is, the various ‘resources’ they bring with them 
to school (Gonzalez, Moll, Floyd-Tenery, et al., 1993, n.p.) These resources can be cultural, 
intellectual, physical and the like” (Bainbridge, Heydon, & Malicky, 2009, p.9), and can be 
extended to the technology literacies that students use outside of the classroom (Labbo & Place, 
2010), with multiliteracies practices. Vygotsky (1978) claimed that
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children are active in making their own meaning o f the world, but other people in then- 
immediate social contexts also play an important role. When they work collaboratively, 
people negotiate and develop shared meanings within their communication. In this way, 
literacy is about communication, and the expressive and receptive dimensions o f the 
language arts are all about constructing meaning within a context. (Bainbridge et al., 
2009, p.6)
The intent o f multiliteracies pedagogy is for learners to see themselves in the meaning making 
process constructing their knowledge, unlike “the traditional approach to teaching- the 
transmission model- [which] promotes neither the interaction between prior knowledge and new 
knowledge nor the conversations that are necessary for internalization and deep under standing” 
(Richardson, 1997, p.3). Multiliteracies theory, like social constructivism, asks educators to 
“consider children in relation to their sociocultural positioning (e.g., race, class, gender) to 
understand how literacy is acquired and what meaning it might have for individuals and their 
contexts” (Bainbridge et al., 2009, p. 121). Social constructivist approaches to education are 
concerned with active construction o f meaning, and this meaning is constructed based on the 
experiences and prior knowledge o f students’ (Bainbridge et al., 2009); this is connected to the 
shifting definition o f literacy and students’ role in literacy practices. Naylor (nd) is able to 
demonstrate the connection between multiliteracies theory and constructivism by stating:
This notion o f [multiliteracies] pedagogy is close to constructivism, yet extends the 
constructivist approach with the notion o f design and a more explicit empowerment of 
the learner. In Multiliteracies pedagogy, the learner is not just engaged with learning but 
is also designing such learning through the learner building on existing knowledge and/or
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language and in deciding and designing single or multi-modal forms o f expression.
(Naylor,nd, p.4)
In the context o f this research, the knowledge and Language Arts practices are situated, meaning 
that literacy practices are not static across contexts, but “draws on the experience o f meaning­
making in lifeworlds, the public realm, and workplaces” (Cazden et al., 1996, p.65). The 
epistemological foundations o f this research illuminate the significance multiliteracies practices 
have to current Language Arts pedagogy.
New Literacies
Language Arts programs that perpetuate the dominant focus on print literacy, where 
comprehending, decoding, and being proficient in writing and grammar define literacy, also 
referred to as the old basics (Kalantzis et al., 2003, p.21), which in result, calls upon students to 
perform tasks that “tend to reinforce a model o f literacy as a closed body of knowledge that is 
predictable and constant” (Benson, 2008, p. 634). The old basics do not take into account new 
literacies, technological advances, and multiliteracies practices.
New notions o f literacies appreciate the idea “that literacy exists outside of school” 
(Rowsell, 2006, p .l), where students are immersed in an environment o f multimodal texts and 
continuously advancing technologies, where they are both users and “media creators: producing 
webpages for themselves and others; sharing artwork, photos, stories, and videos online; setting 
up and contributing to weblogs (blogs); and composing remixes (Lenhardt and Madden 2005)” 
(Hammett & Toope, 2010, p. 305). Students “have learned to share, communicate, entertain 
themselves and socialize” (Kinzer, 2010, p.53) with these new technologies, but may not be 
using them in the most sophisticated way. “The emergence o f hybrid digital forms, such as wikis,
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blogs, databases, and online news, calls for a new understanding of genre and textual feature. 
New technical proficiencies with computers and other communication devices must be 
constantly learned” (Mills, 2010, p. 248), in order for students to successfully participate in the 
roles they must fill in their society.
Teachers need to “identify] and celebrat[e] students’ technology funds of knowledge” 
(Labbo & Place, 2010, p.9) and add to their folio of literacies by scaffolding the learning of new 
literacies in order for new literacies and multiliteracies pedagogy to occur. “Each time 
technology provides new affordances, new communication, and instructional tools become 
available... readers and writers must continually add to their repertoire of literacy skills if they 
wish to be literate in using these new tools” (Kinzer, 2010, p.52), calling for teachers to have the 
pedagogical capacities to effectively engage learners in these types o f literacies, to ensure they 
are using them in thoughtful and productive ways. Tobias and Duffy (2009) further explain that 
scaffolding off o f students’ funds o f knowledge is much more than guiding students through the 
learning process, like what current curriculum expectations call for teachers to do;
Scaffolding differs from the broader use of guidance in two ways. First, guidance is 
provided only when learners are unable to proceed. That is, it scaffolds or helps learners 
move beyond what they can do without assistance. Second, guidance is gradually 
withdrawn or faded as the learner develops competence, (p.5)
In the context o f new literacies and multiliteracies pedagogy, teachers are not just guiding 
students through knowledge that ought to be learnt, but using their own knowledge and 
continuously building off of it. As multiliteracies theory asserts, a key component to this 
pedagogy is situated practice, where learning involves building on the lifeworld experiences of 
students’ (Cazden et al., 1996). Students should be able to connect with and build from the
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material they are presented with in the school context and see its relevance in the world. As 
multiliteracies theory asserts, literacy practices are situated and embedded in the individual 
practices o f the students’; they cannot ignore “social, cultural, and material contexts” (Cazden et 
al., 1996). The Learning By Design Project (2008), a project aimed at examining pedagogy and 
curriculum reform in middle school classrooms, based on research and review of the Australian 
education system, demonstrates how scaffolding is possible through understanding how one can 
‘know’ through the lens o f multiliteracies theory. The four ways of knowing include: 
experiencing, conceptualizing, analyzing and applying (Yelland, Cope, & Kalantzis, 2008).
These four ways o f knowing are interconnected with students’ prior knowledge; when one gains 
new knowledge or information, they make a connection between what is known and what is to 
be known; in conceptualizing, students are “are able to name and characterize the ideas they have 
encountered” (Yelland et al., 2008, p.15) based on knowledge that they have; in analyzing, 
students are required to consider critically and thoughtfully the knowledge they have obtained by 
asking questions, synthesizing prior and new information, and making judgments; and applying 
this knowledge to a variety o f settings (Yelland et al., 2008, p.15). These ways of knowing are 
consistent with ideas around new literacies, multiliteracies and changing Language Arts 
pedagogy.
The current Language Arts Achievement Chart- Language, Grade 1-8 (The Ontario 
Curriculum, 2006, p.20-21) and notions o f assessment are heavily concerned with summative 
assessments of learning. However, it is evident that the Language Arts curriculum document 
does leave some room for assessment during the learning process, as well as assessment for 
diagnostic purposes, where students are assessed on their “Thinking- The use of critical and 
creative thinking skills/process” and “Application- The use of knowledge and skills to make
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connections within and between various contexts” (The Ontario Curriculum, 2006, p.21-22); 
unfortunately these areas o f assessment are also vague in pedagogical direction. The affordances 
o f vagueness may be understood as a space where multiliteracies pedagogy may fit, as well as 
allow teachers flexibility in choosing what to assess and for what purpose. The problems that are 
associated with this vagueness are that teachers may not see openings for different forms of 
assessment, and rely on summative forms o f assessment. Classroom assessments that are still 
highly reliant on “Knowledge and Understanding-Subject-specific content acquired in each grade 
(knowledge), and the comprehension o f its meaning and significance (understanding)” (The 
Ontario Curriculum, 2006, p. 21), would indicate a strong emphasis on comprehending and 
decoding meaning from specific texts, to obtain specific and predetermined answers, and not 
scaffolding and growing.
“The new media have made available new kinds of modal ensembles to many users, 
offering possibilities o f representation that had not existed before, or if so, rarely” (Bezemer & 
Kress, 2008, p.176); new literacies and multiliteracies have given students the opportunity to be 
designers of their own learning, where they design, redesign, and come to new understandings 
through these modal ensembles, where a broad range o f modes can be combined together to 
design new meanings (Bezemer & Kress, 2008). “The existence of such wide and diverse 
representational possibilities, o f course, simply demands engagement with and facility in design” 
(Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p.176), requiring educators and administration to acknowledge new 
literacies and the type o f education to go along with them.
New literacies and multiliteracies have also created new reading paths for students.
The reading path of print-based texts follows a logical and linear trajectory, according to 
the design of the original author. However, one of the key elements of new literacies
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engagement is the discursive nature o f the reading path (Kress, 2003). Digital texts are 
rarely linear, can avoid logic all together, and have shifted the nature o f conventional 
“authorship.” (Burke, 2011, pp.38-39)
This is another example o f how the reading skills o f language learners need to shift to 
acknowledge and incorporate multiliteracies. As detailed in multiliteracies, the roles students’ fill 
in society will not entail reading mounds o f print text books, but working through multimodal 
texts represented in various forms, and understanding meaning across various modes. Apart from 
having this type o f reading knowledge and skill in the workplace, students will be able to 
effectively participate in and understand civic pluralism, where multiple cultural and linguistic 
modes are acknowledged and understood in relation to making meaning (Cazden, 1996, p.69). 
Rather than viewing society through a monocultural lens, where there is one cultural and 
linguistic standard (Cazden et al., 1996), students will understand the different ways in which a 
diversity o f cultures can communicate meaning through language, gesture, visually and 
materially (Cazden, 1996). Kalantzis et al. (2003) further describes the skills and knowledge 
needed by students to participate in society are also established around new technologies and the 
ability to use these tools for multiple purposes, being multiskilled across various technologies, 
constantly learn new skills o f evolving technologies, work in cultural, linguistically, 
geographically and socially diverse settings, and work collaboratively in a diversity o f settings.
New literacies have also created new learning environments which require students to be 
collaborative learners. New literacies have shrunken the gap between the learners of the world, 
using hybrid forms o f communication, such as wikis, blogs and podcasts, which have immersed 
learners in a participatory culture, where learners Eire “trusted co-developers with increasing 
influence on communication, design and development” (Hibbert, in press, p 16). This
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participatory culture has opened communication and learning channels for students; technology 
changes the way students learn, participate in social contexts, and operate outside o f school.
Good learners will “be collaborative, recognizing that knowledge is increasingly created 
collaboratively, whether in work teams, in scientific research laboratories or through community 
development. They will themselves be good teachers and communicators, and o f open 
sensibility, able to work productively with linguistic and cultural diversity (Australian Council of 
Deans Education 2001; Gee 2001)” (Kalantzis et al., 2003, 17). Further discussion below will 
articulate how assessment practices may constrain these ideas.
Accountability
It is evident, as the discussion around new literacies suggests, there is acknowledgment of 
a changing definition o f literacy and literary practices (Cazden et al., 1996; Hammett & Toope, 
2010; Kalantzis et al., 2003). These changes are “rapidly changing global context[s] in which the 
world o f work, as much as our social and private world, is being re-configured, we need to re­
think the nature o f knowledge, o f the school curriculum and pedagogy, and in particular we need 
to focus on the forms and.. .on representational modes, the literacy aspects o f assessment” 
(Johnson & Kress, 2003, p. 8).
It is not enough to acknowledge that there is a change in how literacy is defined, but there 
needs to be a reexamination o f current assessment practices. Current models o f evaluating 
student success have “retum[ed] to the habit o f regarding assessment as a form of measurement 
than the essentially judgmental process in which reality it is” (Kelly, 2009, p. 148).Mandated 
assessment methods are concerned with “politics of performativity- the meeting o f single 
standards and targets” (Johnson & Kress, 2003, p.6). In assessing multiliteracies, standardized 
measurement is not possible in the traditional way, where quick and easy results are obtained,
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but large scale assessment standards may still be met through multiliteracies. The need for new 
assessment strategies is vital, but, as Kelly (2009) notes, examination systems are “directive of 
the curriculum” (p.149), suggesting that “external examinations and testing will encourage 
teachers to ‘teach to the tests’ but also that they will govern and control the kind of curriculum 
which a school will adopt” (Kelly, 2009, p.149). Until these assessment systems are developed 
or changed, the curriculum and pedagogy may remain unchanged. Burke and Hammett (2009) 
also identify this problem by articulating that “School classroom spaces and curricular 
documents define literacy in narrow forms, predominantly forms from which attainable measures 
can be obtained” (p.3). An example o f this can be drawn from the assessment of reading, writing, 
and mathematics done by the Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO), which tests 
Primary (Grades 3) and Junior (Grades 6) Ontario students in their knowledge and understanding 
o f The Ontario Curriculum (2006). The primary goal o f the EQAO tests, as articulated in the 
documented titled The Power o f  Good Information (EQAO, 2001), was created “in large part 
because parents and the public demanded more accountability and called'for independent gauge 
of children’s learning and achievement” (EQAO 2001, p.2). The purpose of the testing fails to 
recognize the content it is assessing; traditional forms o f literacy. There is a place for the skills 
that are being assessed with these measurements; however, these types o f tests are only 
representative of one mode of literacy, when they should be representative o f the multifaceted 
modes o f meaning making.
Standardized testing also reinforces a model o f centralized control of curriculum which 
“lead[s] to the loss o f education. Some have argued, that when politicians take control o f the 
curriculum it ceases to be an educational curriculum in anything but a name” (Kelly, 2009, p. 
214); it becomes ‘political rhetoric’, as Kelly describes it, only valuable in instrumental terms.
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The development and use o f educational theory, multiliteracies practice and assessment 
strategies could help reconcile the need for accountability, but, “assessment for new literacies 
has been challenging, because the ephemeral nature o f new literacies does not readily lend itself 
to paper and pen assessments or to standardized tests and the political importance of test scores” 
(Burke & Hammett, 2011, p.7). Multiliteracies ask educators to reexamine assessment practices. 
If teachers are practicing multiliteracies in the classroom, but assessment “is restricted to the 
modes o f speech and writing [the old basics,] assessment will ignore (and in the process negate) 
much o f what is learnt” (Jewitt, 2003, p.84). Johnson and Kress (2003) also articulate their 
concerns about assessment practices that are standardized, while the learning opportunities were 
multimodal; “the fundamental flaw in which learning and assessment if conceptualized is the 
assumption that children who have had different ‘opportunities to learn’ are exposed to the same 
assessment, and that assessment is unjust” (p.10). An example of this could include teachers 
assessing for reading comprehension in the classroom, by having their students represent a 
portion of a text through multimodal assignments such as a play, podcast; or television 
commercial, but a standardized reading test would
emphasize general, factual dictionary type questions about written texts. Many children 
who score well on these assessments might know the literal meaning o f the text but 
cannot really read. To ensure that assessment is just, children need to have equivalent 
experiences specific types o f texts in specific ways. (Johnson & Kress, 2003, p. 10) 
Bearne (2011) also communicates some of the ‘practical difficulties’ related to standardized 
testing, where students have practiced forms o f multimodal representation, but then are assessed 
in a very different way.
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Nationally administered testing usually depends on material being taken away and 
assessed at a different place and time from the classroom in which it was written. The 
work can then be described, commented on, and assessed at a distance. There is an 
immediate problem for multimodality here as writing is only part (if at all) o f a 
multimodal text. Even where the texts created are gestural and visual- for example drama, 
or films- national testing requires a written element to substantiate judgment.
(Beame, 2011, 17)
This type o f testing has aims that are coinciding with traditional definitions of literacy, where 
“characteristic descriptors of reading scores privilege particular skills such as word and 
vocabulary recognition, decoding knowledge, comprehension, identification o f key ideas, 
memorization and classification, skills which tend to sit in a minimal number of 
communicational and representational modes (Jewitt, 2003; Beame, 2004); Kress& Johnson, 
2003)” (Burke, 2011, p.42). Standardized tests are too concerned with summative evaluations o f  
learning, rather than assessments fo r  learning, which Bearne (2011) suggests there needs to be a 
shift towards the latter, in order to effectively assess multimodal texts.
In assessing multiliteracies, it is the teacher’s responsibility to shift the focus o f 
assessment from the old basics to an acknowledgement o f “the full range of modes that 
contribute to the construction o f what is being learnt” (Jewitt, 2003, p. 98). This would then 
emphasize the process in knowledge construction, and not solely emphasize the final product of 
what should have been learnt. This task is difficult for teachers, again, in light o f the fact that 
there is such an emphasis on standardized testing. Focusing on curriculum delivery in traditional 
terms, rather than a focus on multiliteracies, can also be seen as a result o f standardized testing; 
how can teachers open up space for multiliteracies pedagogy, when their students are assessed in
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traditional ways? William Kist (2006) recognizes the implications of this problem by asserting 
that “literary practices that might support innovative uses of digital media are seriously 
constrained by standardized curriculum and standardized assessment. Given the current reliance 
on all types o f standards, new media are at risk o f being set aside or used only as embellishments 
to otherwise standard curriculum” (p.63). An example o f this would be free-time on the 
computer, awarded to students only when they are finished their pen and paper Language work. 
The essential skills needed effectively use new technologies are also seen as having less value as 
traditional conventions in literacy;
Traditional forms o f assessment (in line with government notions o f literacy) place an 
emphasis on handwriting and spelling— skills that are less relevant (or differently so) 
when using a computer. At the same time the acquisition o f new skills such as finding, 
selecting, processing and presenting information from the internet and other sources in a 
coherent manner are not credited and are seen to stand outside of literacy. (Jewitt, 2003, 
P-85)
This would be another example o f how new literacies are set aside or utilized only as 
embellishments in the classroom.
If  standardized tests are not reflective o f multiliteracies practices, it would be fair to 
suggest that a teacher may not implement this type of pedagogy on the grounds alone that it is 
not what is being assessed, and it is not what they are to be held accountable for. “Viewing 
literacy through an end-product lens.. .ignores the process of learning engaged by the creator 
because in new literacies this is where literate skills...occur” (Burke & Hammett, 2001, p.3). 
Students need to be aware o f the practices they are taking part in, and cognizant of the process 
they went through in achieving a final result. Assessment practices should “examine students’
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abilities and dispositions to construct new knowledge, not just execute old knowledge” 
(Schwartz, Lindgren, & Lewis, 2009, p.35), which would support multiliteracies pedagogy, and 
move away from standardized forms o f assessment. The types of assessments students’ receive 
should be reflective o f the practices that have taken place in their classrooms; in the case o f a 
classroom that supports multiliteracies pedagogy, assessment should be multimodal.
Standardized assessments that focus on pen and paper tasks only provide “snapshots of particular 
points o f learning in particular populations at particular times” (Burke & Hammett, 2011, p. 7). 
Jewitt (2003) expresses some of the dangers o f only asking students to represent their knowledge 
through one mode, which is usually linguistic; educators will not get an accurate picture o f what 
their students know, because “students represent knowledge and learning in a range of modes” 
(p.99). This same idea could be applied to standardized testing; is it an accurate reflection of the 
full range of students’ literacy skills and knowledge?
There have been some suggestions about what multiliteracies assessment could look like; 
“we need to move away from snapshots o f achievement and move towards a more nuanced 
understanding of youth’s practices and development o f texts” (Burke & Hammett, 2011, p. 7). 
New literacies researcher Bill Cope, along with a researching team, is currently working on The 
Assess-As-You-Go Writing Assistant, which is “a web-based working environment in which 
students can create written texts, as well as embed images, sounds and video. Students will be 
able to work both individually and collaboratively, representing online various kinds of complex 
knowledge performance” (Kalantzis & Cope, 2011). This assessment tool is based on 6 core 
principles; uses multimodal texts; builds on identity and social cognition, meaning that students 
take a more active role in the meaning making process, rather than being passive recipients of 
knowledge; measures metacognition, meaning that students will be required to reflect and
communicate on their own thinking patterns; it is ubiquitous, meaning that the learning 
environment is expanded beyond the walls o f the classroom, and can be situated in a multitude of 
settings; offers formative assessments, which depends on systematic, rapid and regular feedback; 
and promotes authentic learning, meaning that meaning making and knowledge building are 
centered around socially authentic tasks (Cope & Kalantzis, 2011). Some o f the mechanisms 
used for assessment, which will accompany all student work in the web-based working 
environment at all times, includes: ‘“web 2.0 style commenting and rating of students by 
teachers, parents, experts, peers and self’ (Cope & Kalantzis, 2011); and psychometric 
mechanisms o f student work in relation to defined cohorts; qualitative checking and commenting 
by teachers and peers; rubric based reviews; and comparisons of current work with past work 
based on assessments. This is one example o f an assessment project that is focusing on 
multiliteracies and authentic learning assessments. Although this is a project currently in 
development, it extends the idea that new assessment practices are needed and this has been 
acknowledged by international education systems. This is an area for further research. The 
development and use o f  educational theory, multiliteracies practice and assessment strategies 
could help reconcile the need for accountability.
Professional Development
One o f the primary research questions explores what support is needed for educators to 
engage in multiliteracies pedagogy, “For many teachers, figuring out how to move from what has 
been termed as ‘traditional literacy’ pedagogy to a multiliteracies pedagogy can be daunting” 
(Hibbert, in press, p. 16). The fundamental purpose o f professional development is a
sustained collaborative learning process that systematically nourishes the growth of 
educators (individuals and teams) through adult learner-centered, job-embedded
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processes. It focuses on educators’ attaining the skills, abilities, and deep understandings 
needed to improve student achievement. (Speck and Knipe, 2005, p. 4)
Because multiliteracies and multimodalities are not reflected in assessment and accountability 
practices, it should be anticipated that there would need to be a fair amount o f professional 
development and support for teachers to change their Language Arts pedagogy. In a recent case 
study conducted by Hibbert et al., (in press) exploring lead literacy teacher initiatives in Ontario, 
it was evident that professional development opportunities that are mandated by ministries and 
boards take precedence over individual school planned professional development. In referring to 
the literacy lead program, Hibbert et al., (in press) state,
In the rush to take action, the ministry formulated and implemented a program based 
entirely on their own agenda. This served to discount what the numerous school districts 
across a diverse province already had in place for professional development and what 
teachers themselves were already doing in this regard, (p. 11)
However, if teachers see that ministries were serious about valuing multiliteracies and 
reevaluating the assessment and evaluation pieces and literacy pedagogy, their pedagogy may 
change.
As with any change in curriculum, pedagogy or assessment practice arises the need for 
thorough, relevant, and current professional development. As discussed previously, the changing 
definition o f literacy and the ever growing number of new literacies, it is essential if teachers are 
being asked to practice these pedagogies in their classrooms, that they receive the adequate 
professional development to support these expansions. Primary to the goals o f professional 
development is that its main purpose is to improve student achievement and learning (Speck & 
Knipe, 2005); teachers need to review their current thinking of literacy practices to include
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multiliteracies, to ensure their practices are setting students up for success in their future roles in 
society.
As Gary Theal (1995) asserted in his master’s thesis, many teachers who are integrating 
technology into their pedagogy are using their classrooms as “unofficial testing grounds for 
multimedia” (p.14) rather than having the professional development opportunities to do so. A 
number of problems can arise when teachers are using their classrooms in these ways, primarily; 
there is no additional support for those teachers when needed, and “integrating digital 
technologies means careful consideration o f the kinds o f literate practices involved in 
understanding and critically analyzing multimodal and internet texts” (Hammett & Toope, 2010, 
p. 308), and teachers should not be left alone to experiment in finding what these practices are, 
but work collaboratively with principals, boards, curriculum writers, and policy makers to ensure 
that there is a clear and cohesive understanding o f multiliteracies expectations.
Essential to high-quality professional development is the idea that it “emerges from 
teachers expressed needs” (Speck & Knipe, 2005, p.10); these needs will vary from teacher to 
teacher. This means that professional development that is viewed from a top-down approach, is 
decided on a wide scale, and imposed on individual schools, becomes less meaningful and 
possibly irrelevant some educators.“A direct connection must be established between the 
teachers’ felt needs and the students’ achievement levels and needs” (Speck & Knipe, 2010, 
p.10); professional development needs to become more individualized to teachers and individual 
classroom needs.
“At a time of rapidly developing computer technologies and associated changes in the 
internet and information and communication technologies in general, educators may find some 
terms and concepts are confusing and contradictory” (Hammett & Toope, 2010, p.307); the
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thought o f revamping a Language Arts program to be reflective o f these practices may be 
overwhelming and inefficient to educators, especially if adequate support is not being provided 
by administrations. A hypothetical example can be drawn when comparing two teachers comfort 
level and abilities with new literacies; if there is a professional development session on how to 
create and use blogs in the classroom, one teacher may be very skilled and comfortable in using 
these types of new literacies, and thus find the professional development unhelpful, where the 
other teacher may have no experience using these types o f new literacies, and find a general 
professional development session to complex or confusing for a novice user. Professional 
development should offer “a variety o f choices and levels o f learning” (Speck & Knipe, 2005, 
p. 12) for this very reason. There needs to be a balance between what is needed to be known 
according to administration and teacher needs. Individualized needs o f classrooms also need to 
be considered. The thought o f creating a new Language Arts program, for a not too technology 
savvy teacher, only becomes more improbable when teachers become aware of their students’ 
own technological funds o f knowledge; teachers not only deal with the fáct that they are “ill- 
prepared and ill-equipped to use technology in meaningful ways, they also typically find they 
need to adjust to the comparative expertise o f their students” (Burke & Hammett, 2011, 5). If 
teachers are aware o f their needs, their students needs, professional development opportunities 
could too address them specifically.
This balance needs to be supported by sustained growth where “new learning 
[is]... supported by modeling, coaching, and problem-solving components for the new learning to 
be practiced, reflected on, and integrated into regular use by the learner (Speck & Knipe, 2005, 
p.15). “If  teachers are condemned to onetime or fragmented workshops with little or no 
modeling, follow-up, coaching, analysis or problems, and adjustment in practice, there will be
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little change” (Speck & Knipe, 2005, p.15). Teachers should be given the opportunity to 
continuously revisit and practice new concepts and ideas, just as students are given the 
opportunity to do so in the classroom.
Finally, central idea to effective professional develop for multiliteracies pedagogy and 
new literacies practices is that the professional development initiatives in schools need to be 
reflective o f the technology and resources that the school has available. If there are sessions on 
how to use blogs and wikis in the classroom, but individual classes have limited computer 
access, this may not be a realistic idea for a teacher to incorporate into their room. Principals and 
administration are also key elements “in successful professional development planning and 
implementation” (Speck & Knipe, 2005, p. 16). Administrators should take an active role in 
ensuring that professional development is relevant to their teachers and not just something being 
passed on that they are required to know, by providing resources, allocating sufficient time for 
training, and being active participants in the professional development activities (Speck & Knipe, 
2005). Fulfilling these roles not only demonstrates the significance professional development has 
to professional practice, but shows their support in wanting continuous student learning (Speck 
& Knipe, 2005).
In this research, I contend that the current Language Arts curriculum may offer room for 
multiliteracies pedagogy, as the knowledge and skills needed for literacy development include 
“listening and speaking, reading, writing, and viewing and representing” (The Ontario Language 
Curriculum, 2006, p. 3), which can be effectively applied to multiliteracies pedagogy if the 




It is clear that there is an acknowledgment of a changing definition of literacy from 
traditional definitions, where emphasis was on reading and writing to a more encompassing view 
which includes multimodal texts and forms o f representation, as well as new literacies. With the 
changing definition o f literacy, come a lot o f new literacies practices. New literacies learning 
emphasizes collaboration, situated practice, new literacy conventions, and different ways to 
experience text; all o f these practices are the essential skills that help students to fulfill their 
communication needs in the present as well as prepare students for their roles in society. In order 
to fully embrace multiliteracies pedagogy, there needs to be a significant shift from how 
students’ abilities are assessed. Traditional and standardized forms of assessment that are used to 
get easily readable and comparable results are not sufficient for multiliteracies practices. This is 
not to say that a standardized form o f measurement is not possible, but it needs to be effectively 
changed from the paper and pen forms of assessment used today. Assessment practices also 
need to shift their focus from an ends oriented assessment, to assessments for learning; essential 
to multiliteracies pedagogy is the student’s role in the meaning making process, something that is 
greatly ignored when standardized testing only emphasizes final product, memorized facts, and 
traditional literacy conventions. Finally, the literature has shown that more relevant and hands-on 
professional development is needed in order for educators to practice multiliteracies pedagogy in 
the classroom, however professional development opportunities may be constrained by mandated 
policy and professional development. It is essential that administration supports and effectively 
plans high-quality professional development on an ongoing, regular basis for continuous growth 
o f staff. It is also evident that the types o f professional development opportunities, given new 




The methodology for this study was in the qualitative tradition. As Marshall and 
Rossman (2006) assert, “Traditional qualitative research assumes that (a) knowledge is not 
objective Truth but is produced intersubjectively; (b) the researcher learns from participants to 
understand the meaning o f their lives but should maintain a certain stance of neutrality; and (c) 
society is reasonably structured and orderly” (p. 5). This methodology provides a rationale, as 
well as a means for structuring my inquiry.
The overall approach to this research was a case study methodology. John Gerring 
(2007) explains that a case study can be understood “as the intensive study of a single case where 
the purpose o f that study is- at least in part- to shed light on a larger class of cases (a 
population)” (p.20). It is to be understood that this research study intends to shed light on what a 
Language Arts program looks like that encourages the use of new literacies, how educators may 
be able to use the current Language Arts curriculum document to create a pedagogy of 
multiliteracies in the classroom, and what support is needed for educators to create opportunities 
to engage with multiliteracies in the classroom within a single school, during a single point in 
time. Qualitative research, in its design, is not intended to be generalized across contexts; this 
research was exploratory, and aimed to understand multiliteracies pedagogy within the context of 
the Ontario Language Arts curriculum in one specific setting. The findings from this research 
could then become applicable, or used as a starting point for other educators; “we gain better 
understanding o f the whole by focusing on a key part” (Gerring, 2007, p. 1). This research could 
also be used as a piece for others in developing insight into how they work to change things in 
their own school or classroom. This thesis intends to share the learning o f the study with the
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readers so they are able to build on their own insights or to assist in developing new ones; this is 
not about what I have found and generalize it to other settings. Using the case study 
methodology was an appropriate means to conduct this research because, as Yin (2003) 
articulates, the types o f questions, how and what, my research was asking were appropriate for 
the use of a case study; it seeks to explore what a pedagogy o f multiliteracies looks like in a 
classroom and what professional supports may be needed to implement such a program; and 
explanatory, in providing clear ideas about how the current Language Arts document could be 
used.
Extent or Scope of the Study
The study took place over a four month period; February 2011 to May 2011. Data 
analysis and representation took an additional two months. The setting for the study is one 
independent elementary school located in a city in Southwestern Ontario. The participants in the 
case study were teachers from the independent school. The goal was to have as many teacher 
participants as possible in both focus groups and an initial survey. All teachers who share the 
responsibility of teaching Grades 1 through 8 were asked to participate in the study. If all 
teachers were to agree to participate, it was still a manageable number of research participants. 
Each participant received a sealed letter in their mail. The letter (Appendix A) detailed the 
purpose and components o f the study. The second piece o f information in the letter (Appendix B) 
was the participant consent form, where participants had the option of participating in all three 
components of the research study, or specific parts. I had only received four letters o f consent 
back after the two-week deadline, so I left another letter in potential participants mail boxes 
reminding them o f the invitation to participate, and extending the time to return the forms to me;
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I had an additional three participants agree to participate. In total, seven teachers volunteered to 
participate in the survey, six of these participants also agreed to participate in two focus groups, 
and five o f  these participants agreed to have their classrooms observed.
My rationale for choosing to complete a case study within an independent school was 
that the school uses the Ontario Language Arts curriculum as a guideline, but also offers teachers 
pedagogical flexibility to use alternative programming if the teacher deems it is necessary, or if 
using alternate programming would offer enhanced learning opportunities. The Canadian 
Achievement Test (C.A.T) is the only form o f standardized testing the school participates in, 
where the results are used as a form of diagnostic assessment at the beginning of the year, if the 
teacher chooses, as well as a supplemental document for progress reports; this is a completely 
different use of information than what is done with EQAO test results. There is no prior 
preparation for the C.A.T test, and, unlike EQAO testing, the results are used internally and do 
not present many o f the problematic outcomes for schools that standardized testing in public 
school do. This connects to the assessment piece in the literature review, where it was suggested 
that teachers may not practice new pedagogy because of the constraints o f standardized testing. 
Teachers and administrators are held accountable through this type o f testing; this particular 
school setting does not have these same constraints. Teachers at this school are not required to 
have any prior preparation for the C.A.T test, unlike EQAO, eliminating the idea that teachers 
may be teaching to the test, or having to spend large amounts o f time preparing students for 
standardized tests. Secondly, in addition to materials to support various modes in multiliteracies 
pedagogy, the school has open access to a variety o f new technologies. Each class has computers 
in their own classroom; Grade 1 and 2 have two computers, Grade 3 and 4 have four computers, 
and Grades 5 through 8 have 6 computers in each classroom. In addition to classroom computers,
there are an additional four computers located in the intermediate hallway, in which all students 
can access. All o f the computers are running new programming (Windows 7, Google Sketchup, 
Microsoft Office) and have a variety of educational programs to expand the teacher’s repertoire 
o f teaching resources. Other technologies that are available with ease of access include 
microphones, class sets o f headphones, iPods, Promethean boards in both intermediate 
classrooms, with laptops. The junior and primary divisions also have their own media carts. 
Finally, the school has a relatively small population because of caps on all classes; Grade 1-3 has 
a maximum o f 12 students per grade, and Grades 4-8 has a maximum o f 16 students per grade. 
There is only one class per grade.
Data Sources and Data Collection
Classroom observations, an initial survey and two focus groups were three data sources in 
this research study; explanation of each o f the three data sources is detailed below.
Classroom observations.
Marshall and Rossman (2006) emphasize the importance o f observation when using 
qualitative inquiry, as it gives the researcher the ability to “discover complex interactions in 
natural social settings” (p.99), which gave me information about what multiliteracies may look 
like in the classroom, as well as how teachers interpret and implement curriculum in a natural 
setting, thus classroom observations were an essential part o f data collection. The observations in 
the classroom provided information about what multiliteracies pedagogy does/does not look like, 
how curriculum expectations are implemented, and areas for growth in multiliteracies pedagogy. 
Data collection from the in-class observations was achieved through “systematic noting and
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recording o f events, behaviors and artifacts” (Marshall and Rossman, 2006, p. 98). Specifically, I 
was looking at lesson plans, connections to curriculum expectations, types o f technologies and 
media used, and interpretations o f curriculum expectations. Field notes were organized into 
categories o f what I saw as the observer, and the detailed descriptions of what was going on. I 
attempted to remain as objective as possible during the observation process, meaning that during 
observations I did not impose my assumptions about multiliteracies on the participants or the 
lessons being observed (Dallmayr & McCarthy, 1977, p.19). I had initially wanted to observe an 
intermediate classroom as I felt that there was more regular access to new technologies, and there 
may have been more opportunity to observe the broadest range o f multiliteracies practices, 
however this was not feasible as there were only two intermediate classrooms, one taught by 
myself and the other in which the teacher did not choose to participate in the study. 
Multiliteracies practices are not limited to the use of technology, but they are a part of it. 
Multiliteracies practices can involve using multiple modes of printed text, printed images, 
environmental text, new technologies (wikis, pod casts, videos, online videos, video games, 
texting, emailing), oral communication etc. to create, develop, critique and understanding 
meanings. The option to observe an intermediate classroom did not however impede my ability 
to use classroom observations as a rich data source. The observations took place every Monday 
in a Grade 2 classroom. It was feasible for me to have a weekly observation period, as it took 
place during my o ff  teaching time. Prior to observations beginning, each student was sent home 
with a Letter of Information (Appendix C) detailing the study, their child’s role, and the 
components of the classroom observation. Along with this letter, was a consent form (Appendix 
D) which needed to be signed and returned in order for their son/daughter to participate in the 
study. No observational notes were recorded about a child if consent was not given. The
student’s homeroom teacher had given the letter to all o f the students and collected the returned, 
signed consent forms. I had also spoken with the students about the research study, explaining 
what I would be doing in the classroom on a weekly basis. I called each parent, and spoke with 
them individually about the purpose of the study, and informed them that a letter would be 
coming home giving more specific details about the study. I was unable to connect with one 
parent by phone; they were contacted via email.
Survey.
The questions in the semi-structured survey (Appendix E) and the focus groups 
(Appendix F) related to the teacher’s ideas about and interpretation of current curriculum, 
professional development strengths and weaknesses, ideas around multiliteracies, and constraints 
faced by teachers when trying to implement new literacy initiatives. The information collected 
from the semi-structured survey was used as a preliminary piece in my data collection. The 
survey was structured to allow participants to explain how multimodalities and the use o f new 
literacies are currently being used in the classroom concurrent with or detached from the 
Language Arts document. The survey results also provided sufficient information to allow me to 
generate a portrait of how these participants express their understanding and implemented 
Language Arts expectations, and what their interpretations of meaningful Language Arts 
professional development is. This information also brought to light unexpected issues that were 
further explored during the focus groups, and thus helped in structuring further questions for it. I 
was surveying 7 participants, thus this method was appropriate for that number. I put the surveys 
in the participants’ mailboxes in sealed envelopes, with a required return date. No personal 
identifiers were asked for on the survey, as they were not relevant to the data collection. Because
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of the small teaching staff at the school, I did not want participants to feel they needed to be 
identified in order to participate in the study, so the survey was also made anonymous. I also 
wanted paticipants to feel that they could express their Language Arts pedagogy honestly, again 
without feeling obligated to identify themselves. Knowing the names of the participants was not 
necessary for that portion of the data collection, as it was used as a preliminary piece in the 
collection. However, participants were asked to identify the division that they teach and the 
number o f years they have spent teaching; this was also the case for the focus groups and the in- 
class observation. Participants dropped the completed survey into my mailbox anonymously. All 
seven surveys were returned.
Focus groups.
A focus group was selected because “people often need to listen to others’ opinions and 
understandings to form their own” (Marshall and Rossman, 2006, p. 114), and also allowed 
participants an opportunity to develop their answers. Focus groups also allowed “the facilitator 
the flexibility to explore unanticipated issues” (Marshall and Rossman, 2006, 114), which 
permitted new problems or ideas to be illuminated, that could contribute to the research, or other 
research. Focus groups provided me with grounds for in-depth analysis of the issues I have 
identified, in hopes for a deeper understanding.
The first focus group took place March 8, 2011, and the second focus group took place 
May 2, 2011. Each focus group was audio recorded and then transcribed. Each research 
participant had the opportunity to review the information prior to data analysis, and member 
check for accuracy o f their ideas. The aims o f the questions asked in the focus group (Appendix 
F ) are similar to those asked in the semi-structured survey in that they seek to explore what
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multiliteracies may look like in the classroom, interpretations, use, benefits, and limitations of 
Language Arts curriculum document, and professional development needs. The questions in the 
focus group were a starting point to open up a forum o f conversation between the participants 
about multiliteracies pedagogy. Structuring questions with flexibility also offered me the 
opportunity to “ask follow-up questions designed to probe more deeply issues of interest to 
interviewees” (Hancock & Algozzine, 2006, p. 40). I introduced participants to new literacies 
research, Bill Cope’s (2011) Assess-as-you-go Writing Assistant, as discussed in the literature 
review, during the second focus group, in attempts to create dialogue amongst the participants 
with regards to forms o f assessments. This had both negatives and positives, which are discussed 
in both the limitations section and in the Chapter 4 analysis. The introduction o f this assessment 
tool was done to try to create dialogue around new forms o f assessment, as data derived from the 
first focus group seemed limited to traditional pedagogical practices; I saw this as an opportunity 
to introduce participants to thinking in terms o f new forms of assessment, and generate a 
dialogue about that. This data fits into the overall data picture in that it explores my research 
questions through multiple perspectives, and was triangulated with relevant literature and other 
raw data obtained through the classroom observations.
Building Trustworthiness
As the researcher, it was my responsibility to build trustworthiness (Guba, 1985) in the 
conduct o f the study. I have done this in several ways; first, I gathered data from multiple 
sources that which I triangulated as a means o f checking my understanding and interpretation. I 
remained as objective as possible during the observation and focus group periods. Since I knew 
the participants I was observing, I took very detailed research field notes during my observations,
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being careful to observe the practices themselves, and not apply judgments to them. 
Multiliteracies pedagogy is an emerging field, so it was unlikely that any o f the participants felt 
that they have particular expertise in the area. Rather, the community recognized that this is a 
process o f learning and reflecting upon new practices. I also avoided “looking out o f place” 
(Sharp, 2009, p.90), during the observation periods, meaning I attempted to be invisible in the 
classroom to try to capture moments o f authentic multiliteracies practices.
I gave focus group participants an opportunity to review and ‘member check’ transcripts 
to ensure accuracy. I have ensured anonymity by assigning pseudonyms, and fictionalizing any 
identifying information. I do not feel that any o f the participants have answered untruthfully as 
they have no reason to; I do not hold any authority over any o f the staff and they have 
volunteered to be in the study. I did however need written consent from the parents of the 
students in the class that I was observing, because I was recording the interactions between the 
students and the teacher.
Analysis
The units o f study in the analysis were the teachers’ multiliteracies practices. Data 
analysis triangulated the raw data that was collected from the transcripts from focus groups and 
in class observations (Bassey, 1999, p.75). The survey results also provided sufficient 
information to allow me to generate a portrait o f how these participants express their 
understanding and implemented Language Arts expectations, and what their interpretations of 
meaningful Language Arts professional development is. The survey was designed to gather some 
preliminary information about the participants that may help clarify, support or explain data 
gathered through the focus groups and observation. The survey results also help characterize the
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ethos o f this particular group o f participants, again helping better understand and analyze other 
data sources. When analyzing the other survey questions, common topics, ideas and practices 
that were represented in the data were synthesized and then examined. The data analysis from 
the focus group transcripts and in-class observations has been “oriented towards the themes or 
categories present in the data” (Boeije, 2010, p.94); the themes have been coded into 
‘meaningful parts.’ The codes represent a variety of concepts including analytical, practical, 
descriptive, and new ideas (Boeije, 2010). The coding of both focus group transcripts and in 
class observations has been attached to “words, phrases, sentences or whole paragraphs, 
connected or unconnected to specific setting’ (Miles & Huberman 1994, p.56). They take the 
view that it is not the words themselves that matter, but their meaning” (Bell, 2010, p.221).
These codes have then been examined to arrive at specific interpretations of the data (Boeije, 
2010). The codes have been interpreted into analytical statements, which were ‘cross referenced’ 
with the original data (Bassey, 1999) and triangulated with relevant literature. Data from the 
survey was also organized according to frequency o f response. The outcomes have been 
documented in the form o f a thesis, once the data was interpreted and explored in relation to my 
original research questions. In attempts to ensure all ideas were recorded and analyzed with 
accuracy as they were current in my mind, preliminary data analysis of each focus group 
transcript happened “as soon as possible after the group session conclude[d]” (Anderson & 
Arsenault, 1998, p.207). Analysis o f data included both participant response and my rough notes. 
Once preliminary data from each focus group was analyzed individually, post session analysis, 
which refers to “the merging, consolidating, organizing and ultimate interpretation of data” 
(Anderson & Arsenault, 1998, p.207) took place. It is also at this point that the themes and codes 
identified in the preliminary analysis have been synthesized, and concluding statements were
written (Anderson & Arsenault, 1998). I have also used “actual quotations to illustrate each 
theme. [And] avoid extreme views, selecting] statements that are typical” (Anderson & 
Arsenault, 1998, p. 207). At the same time I have also looked for negative cases, which are 
“themes or comments which go against the grain of your findings” (Anderson & Arsenault,
1998, p. 207), as these themes may have challenged the tenants of my research questions.
The data collection and analysis o f the in-class observations was semi-structured, 
meaning that there was “an agenda for what will be observed firmly in mind but this is 
sufficiently adaptable to accommodate unforeseen happenings” (Sharp, 2009, p.85). During the 
observation periods I acted as a non-participant, meaning that I remained completely detached 
from those being observed (Sharp, 2009) during observations. This was important to the study 
because I did not want my presence to distract or alter the behaviour o f the students’. I wanted to 
be able to see them working in a natural setting, with myself being as little o f a distraction as 
possible. Prior to leaving, I would ask the teacher questions that I had in regards to the 
observation; assessment opportunities or practices being used and curriculum connections for 
each lesson. Students were also given the opportunity to catch up on work once they were 
finished the assignment in class; I would ask the teacher about the work they were catching up 
on, and what exactly it consisted of. Analysis o f the in-class observations again was coded, and 
put into relevant patterns and themes that are seen within the observation notes. Each 
predetermined category in the observation template was compared and contrasted with one 
another, and concluding statements based on the data within each category have been drawn.
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Limitations
Like all studies, this one has some limitations. First of all, I studied teachers within a 
small private school where I am currently teaching. With only one teacher per grade, my pool of 
potential participants was reduced. Class sizes are smaller, and the demographics of the school 
may not be representative o f all classes. However, the study is exploratory in nature, and is not 
intended to be generalized to other populations.
Secondly, once participants had agreed to be in the study, I learned that I had permission 
to observe a Grade 2 classroom on Monday mornings; this proved to be difficult to have 
consistent observation periods, as many holidays fell on the Mondays in which I was observing. 
However, I was able to observe the class for seven, forty-five minute periods in total, which was 
a substantial amount o f time to collect rich data. I had planned on having almost double the 
observation periods. Another limiting factor was that observations happened during my o ff  
teaching time, so I was unable to reschedule observations.
In using the survey, other limitations, which are not unique to my study, are that “there is 
no guarantee that people understand the question or are truthful” (Anderson & Arsenault, 1998, 
p. 165); and people may not answer or respond to questions due to ‘questionnaire fatigue’ 
(Anderson & Arsenault, 1998, 168). There were a total of 3 questions not answered on the 
survey; two questions not answered by one participant, and one question not answered by 
another participant. Ethics also tells participants they do not have to answer questions if  they do 
not want to, so they may have elected not to if they did not think that they had a good example to 
share, were not sure what the questions were asking, or they may have just not wanted too. There 
did not appear to be questionnaire fatigue, as questions were answered with consistent detail
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throughout the survey. There may have been some confusion, from the participants, with the 
terminology used for question number 5, which asks “In what ways, if any, do students have the 
opportunity to design or redesign writing or reading pieces?” Participants gave answers that 
suggests their students design and redesign writing or reading pieces, but the examples that they 
gave were either not consistent with what is meant by redesigning or needed further explanation 
in how they are able to redesign. However, participants did not seem to be confused by the term, 
design. All other responses to the survey indicate that participants understood what was being 
asked, and did not display questionnaire fatigue.
Limitations of the in-class observations, which again are not unique to this study, include 
the idea that my presence did not distract or alter the behaviours o f the student or teacher in the 
classroom, also known as the Hawthorn Effect (Anderson & Arsenault, 1998, p.128); every 
attempt was made from avoiding this. In attempts to achieve this, I entered the classroom prior to 
students coming inside from recess, had my computer ready to take notes, and sat at the back of 
the room, with none of the students facing me. Secondly, observations provide “eye-witness 
accounts o f what people say and do without actually having to ask them. Nevertheless, seeking 
confirmation o f intentions and meanings is essential in order to ensure the validity and reliability 
o f any subsequent interpretation” (Sharp, 2009, p.92); every attempt was made to clarify actions 
and intentions with the teacher after observational periods, but some activities could be 
overlooked or oversimplified (Sharp, 2009). In the end, I recognize that the meaning made from 
the data is my best effort to reflect and represent those that I was researching, but ultimately I 
bear the responsibility for interpretation.
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Limitations o f the focus group were restricted to participation o f participants; six 
participants had agreed to be in the focus group and had confirmed they were available. On the 
date of the group, however, only four participants were in attendance as events had come up, 
making the other two participants unavailable. During the second focus group, out o f 12 
meetings dates, not one was convenient for all participants, resulting in 5 teachers participating.
Another factor that appeared to limit my data collection was the depth o f information 
collected. The initial survey helped generate a portrait o f how these participants express their 
understanding and implemented Language Arts expectations; I had hoped to expand the 
information I had received in the first focus group for a better understanding of my participants’ 
ideas about literacy, but many o f the ideas that were expressed were much more aligned with 
traditional definitions o f literacy than I had anticipated. In an attempt to extend their thinking 
beyond what they were familiar with, I introduced participants to a new idea in Language 
assessment practices. However, perhaps due to their limited understanding o f the assessment tool
SN.
I introduced, they were very distracted by components o f the assessment that were less essential 
than the actual purpose o f assessment. Instead, the participants seemed to be occupied with the 
parent involvement with the assessments, rather than considering the 6 principles of the 
assessment. When I introduced the idea to the participants I read them a piece o f the new 
assessment tool; next time I would give them the information electronically ahead o f time, so 
they had some more time to absorb the ideas.
Summary
This research was conducted in the qualitative tradition, using a case study methodology. 
The case study consisted o f three components: a survey, two focus groups, and in-class
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observations. These methods were appropriate means for collecting data as this research is 
exploratory, and these methods give me the opportunity to explore multiliteracies pedagogy 
within a small group context and contribute to the growing body o f multiliteracies literature, and 
shed light on the possibilities o f using multiliteracies within the context o f the Language Arts 
document. The study was conducted in an independent elementary school. All teachers who 
share the responsibility o f  teaching Grade 1 -8 were asked to participate in all components of the 
study; participants had the option to only participate in some portions. The survey was designed 
to gather some preliminary information about the participants that may help clarify, support or 
explain data gathered through the focus groups and observation. The survey results also help 
characterize the ethos o f this particular group o f participants, again helping better understand and 
analyze other data sources. When analyzing the other survey questions, common topics, ideas 
and practices that were represented in the data were synthesized and then examined. Focus 
group and classroom observation Data was analyzed through careful organization, interpretation 
and coding o f the data. Concluding statements were then made from each code/theme. This 
research does not come without limitations, including the problems with the types of methods I 
have chosen to use, such as lack o f response on survey questions, unwillingness to answer 
honestly to questions because I know the participants, and the researcher being a distraction 
during in-class observations.
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis
Introduction
Boyd Independent School, which is the assigned pseudonym for the school studied, 
located in Southwestern Ontario was chosen for the setting of this research. The goals o f the 
school are clearly expressed in the schools mission statement, which intends to give the students 
the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed, to be successful students and citizens. The school 
emphasizes the essential partnership between school and home. The school prides itself on the 
strong sense of community and practices The Virtues Project in every grade o f the school. This 
program, integrated into the schools regular curriculum through Citizenship programs, works to 
educate students on character education across cultures and celebrate different virtues within this 
project. Each month a different virtue is chosen; teachers are given information packages on 
activities that celebrate that particular virtue, there is an affirmation said about that particular 
virtue every day on the morning announcements, and at the monthly formal assembly, one clan, 
which is comprised o f students from every grade in the school and led by a intermediate leaders 
and a teacher, is chosen to do a small presentation on that virtue. Students who have been seen 
by teachers practicing the virtue of focus are also acknowledged at the formal assembly with a 
virtue voucher. Teachers are asked to use the language of the virtues when writing report 
comments, setting up classroom rules, and dealing with disciplinary issues.
Unlike publicly funded schools in Ontario, the school also follows its own curriculum 
guide, which is based around the expectations that are found in the Ontario Language Arts 
curriculum document. The goals of the Language Arts program emphasize teaching students’ the 
literacy skills they need to be responsible and productive citizens. The schools’ curriculum guide
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attempts to ensure students are effective readers, writers and oral communicators; the overall 
expectations are developed around these areas. Reading assessments that are emphasized in the 
curriculum document include Developmental Reading Assessments (DRA’s) from Grades 1 -3 
and Oral Fluency Testing for Grades 4-8, which tracks words per minute and reading accuracy in 
oral reading. Language enrichment opportunities provided, and noted in the curriculum 
document, include the Handwriting Without Tears program, formal public speaking 
competitions, and the Ontario Library Association’s Forest of Reading programs. Much different 
from the Ontario Language Arts curriculum document is the emphasis on penmanship for 
Grade’s 1-3, where it is specifically outlined as an expectation that students learn proper 
formation o f upper and lower case levels, proper printing formation, and cursive writing; there 
are allotted periods for penmanship. In all grades, Spelling is listed as an overall expectation, 
where class periods are also allocated to teach this using the Canadian Spelling Program 2.1 for 
junior and intermediate grades, while primary grades focus on high frequency word wall words. 
The school also does not have a separate media studies strand. The Language Arts areas for 
Grade 1-3 are: Reading, Writing, Oral Language, Spelling, and Penmanship. The Language Arts 
areas for Grades 4-8 are Literature, Grammar, Oral Language, Spelling and Creative Writing.
The specific expectations within each o f these areas are not detailed to the extent in which they 
are in the Ontario Language Arts curriculum document, but give ideas to what should be 
covered. For example, in Grade 6 in the area of Literature, the specific expectations include 
novel studies, poetry, short stories, and articles.
There are 4 days allocated for professional development each year; and the Directors of
the school are responsible for arranging professional development. Teachers also have a budget
o f $100.00 each, to spend on professional development opportunities outside of the school, such
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as conferences or professional development seminars that are held by the public school board. 
This year there was a newly appointed Director of Curriculum. The Director of Curriculum is a 
support resource for the teachers at the school for pedagogy, professional development 
opportunities, resources, curriculum enrichment/modification and teacher evaluations. This 
position also deals with all student and parent issues, discipline, and communication between 
teachers and parents. The small population o f the school is attributed to caps on all classes; 
Grade 1-3 has a maximum of 12 students per grade, and Grades 4-8 has a maximum o f 16 
students per grade. There is only one class per grade. Each class has computers in their own 
classroom; Grade 1 and 2 have two computers, Grade 3 and 4 have four computers, and Grades 5 
through 8 have 6 computers in each classroom. In addition to classroom computers, there are an 
additional four computers located in the intermediate hallway, which all students can access. 
There is not a library in the school; each classroom has a library cart. There are Promethean 
boards in the Grade 7 and Grade 8 classroom. The school also has an annual fundraising event to 
purchase additional materials for their classrooms; the teachers are responsible for making the 
list of items they would like purchased, and depending on donations, they may be purchased. 
Each classroom also has a budget used for purchasing supplies throughout the year. In addition 
to this budget, each student pays an activity fee with their tuition for fieldtrips outside o f the 
classroom budget.
Data collected from the survey were not coded into themes, but rather used to 
characterize the participants’ literacy pedagogy. Results from the survey were to inform and help 
understand the other data collected from the focus groups and classroom observations. Therefore 
data analysis o f the survey results is not written in combination with the other data sources, as it 
was the findings from the survey that gave preliminary information about the participants that
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might help understand other data collected. Data collected from the focus groups and in class 
observations were analyzed individually and then synthesized according to common themes, 
codes. Below is an overview of survey results, the individual results and analysis of the three 
data sources are presented, followed by the triangulation of the data sources. Following these 
sections is a brief review of the curriculum document. A review o f the curriculum document was 
conducted after the analysis o f the other data sources because after looking at the data it was 
evident that the curriculum document was not being used in the ways I had originally thought, 
and needed further examination.
Preliminary Survey Data and Analysis
The survey (Appendix E) was designed to gather some preliminary information about the 
participants that may help clarify, support or explain data gathered through the focus groups and 
observation. The survey results also help characterize the ethos o f this particular group of 
participants, again helping better understand and analyze other data source?. The return o f the 
survey identified the division and number o f years teaching o f each participants; 4 primary 
participants ranging from 2 years experience to 14 years experience, 2 junior teaching 
participants, ranging from 3 to 18 years experience, 1 intermediate teaching participant, with 1 
year teaching experience, for a total o f 7 participants ranging from 1 year to 18 years experience; 
participants were not asked to specify their gender on the survey. The survey was an opportunity 
for participants to participate anonymously, and giving them the chance to say something that 
they may not have said face-to-face. Participants were not asked to identify their names on the 
survey. As the participants were my colleagues, I had to consider that although they voluntarily
50
took part in the study, they may not have felt comfortable detailing some information about their 
own pedagogy. The anonymous survey gave them some opportunity to do so.
Questions on the survey (Appendix E) have been presented as a factual overview to help 
situate participants as literacy teachers and to get a sense of their ability to articulate their tacit 
knowledge about literacy teaching. When analyzing the other survey questions, common topics, 
ideas and practices that were represented in the data were synthesized and then examined. For 
descriptive purposes, I also organized information according to frequency o f responses. Again, 
the analysis o f this data was done in attempt to locate the participant’s responses in the language 
and literacy field o f study and characterize the ethos of this group o f participants. Participants’ 
responses have been organized into topics o f traditional definitions o f literacy vs. new definitions 
o f literacy, school board policies and professional development and practice.
Traditional definitions of literacy vs. new definitions of literacy.
Within new literacy studies, o f which mulitliteracies pedagogies is a part of, conceptions 
of literacy are expansive and complex. As I reviewed the data I found that overall, when asked to 
define literacy, participants tended to align their definitions with traditional print based 
conceptions. A small number o f participants had agreed that oral communication also fits into 
this category. New literacies were not represented in any o f their responses, although 2 
participants had said that using computers was a part o f being literate; the participants did not 
expand on what computer usages they could include. The majority o f participants situated 
literacy as learning that takes place in the classroom, although the ability to communicate in 
general was emphasized by the majority o f the participants.
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Given the alignment with traditional conceptions of print based literacy, it was not 
surprising to find that the survey revealed pedagogical knowledge that fostered traditional 
literacy skills. When asked about professional judgment used when selecting resources for lesson 
planning, delivery and student activities, participants identified a number of characteristics they 
look for when selecting materials, the most common being age appropriateness of the text; the 
need to incorporate multimodal texts did not appear to be evident. There appears to be some uses 
o f multiple modes o f representation for reading comprehension tasks, as 6 participants also 
incorporate oral communication tasks in combination with another mode, as part o f reading 
comprehension task, however, 5 participants indicated that they use paper-pencil tasks 
independently for reading comprehension. Most participants interpreted writing conventions 
tasks in a traditional sense, in that the majority seemed to be directed towards understanding and 
practicing proper writing conventions when working with print text. The different purposes and 
styles o f writing that were mentioned were also very traditional in that they were situated in print 
forms o f text.
Responses from participants, with regard to their pedagogy, can be characterized in terms 
o f multiliteracies, although participants had not labeled their practices as such. Responses 
articulated pedagogy and student lessons that give the opportunity for students to design and 
redesign, modes o f representation, new literacies and collaboration. Beginning with the concepts 
of design and redesign; 3 participants had indicated that students have the opportunity to design 
visual pieces, where 4 participants indicated that design was achieved through printed text. Other 
opportunities for design arose from poetry, letter writing, and researching. 3 participants made 
mention o f the editing process as a part o f redesigning tasks. There may have been confusion in 
what was meant by the term or participants were unfamiliar with the term, as these
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design/redesign examples are still very traditional; this will discussed further in Chapter 5. Also 
connecting to multiliteracies theory, the theme o f modes of representation used in Language Arts 
pedagogy was touched on. The majority o f participants use multimodal texts in both planning 
and teaching lessons; examples included print text books, the internet, computer games, eBooks, 
and hands on games; participants did not indicate if they are using these modes in combination 
while preparing teaching lesson or if these are all o f the things they have used in lessons. In 
characterizing participants’ pedagogy in relation to new literacies, all o f the participants 
expressed different feelings o f value in using technology in the classroom, however, the majority 
o f participants had indicated that they use technology in lesson planning/delivery 0-1 times per 
week. In characterizing participants’ pedagogy in relation to collaborative work within the 
classroom, all o f the participants indicated that their students work collaboratively for multiple 
purposes. It was recognized that the majority o f collaboration is for writing tasks, such as peer 
editing, while other responses included using computer games or reading together. Participants 
consider the ability level o f each student and if the task was to be assessed, as deciding factors in 
collaborative activities. Other factors were listed as well, but did not appear to connect to 
collaborative work.
School board policies.
When reviewing responses on the topic o f the Language Arts curriculum document, the 
majority o f responses are characterized as being in some way in opposition to using the 
curriculum document. Although all participants agreed with the ideas that the Language Arts 
document provided flexibility and adequate direction in delivering Language Arts curriculum, it 
was generally indicated that there was not enough direction in assessment of specific
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expectations and more exemplars are needed. Specifically connecting to the topic of assessment 
direction and guidelines in the Language Arts curriculum document, 3 participants said that they 
do format assessments around the achievement level chart in the curriculum document, while 4 
participants said that they do not, although the majority o f participants agreed that there was 
enough direction in assessment practices from the document. The four participants that said they 
do not use the achievement chart in the curriculum document said they create their own 
assessments based on current topics being explored in class, group expectations, writing/reading 
rubrics derived from the specific expectations, learning skills, and cross curricular assignments.
It was also indicated by one participant that they use other forms o f standardized assessments in 
the class.
Professional development and practice.
A final topic addressed by 3 o f the participants, which they indicated as the biggest 
challenge when implementing new pedagogy in the classroom was access to resources. This idea 
connects to my primary research question in asking what support is needed to engage teachers in 
multiliteracies pedagogy; these participants felt that they needed more access to classroom and 
support resources. This seemed surprising, as in this context, the school administration has been 
clear that resources to support classroom teaching and learning can be available by request. 
Discussing what is holding participants back from using available resources or seeking additional 
ones will therefore need to be a necessary component o f this discussion.
The topic o f professional development raised some questions with regards to participants 
understanding of professional development at the school. The majority o f participants indicated 
the biggest challenge when implementing new pedagogy into the classroom was access to
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professional development. When asked about choice in professional development at the school, 4 
participants said yes they have a choice, 2 participants said no they do not, and 1 participant did 
not answer. These responses lead one to ask why there are such inconsistencies. Other questions 
that were raised while examining the survey responses have to do with the participants level of 
knowledge about multiliteracies pedagogy; the lack o f terminology and language to articulate 
and discuss their practices related to multiliteracies pedagogy, and again, the need for 
professional development. The areas discussed above help contextualize the teacher participants’ 
positioning in regards to Language Arts pedagogy; these areas will be looked at in greater depth 
within the context o f the focus group and classroom observations.
Classroom Observations
The classroom that was selected for observation was the Grade 2 classroom, taught by 
Tammy. As noted previously, observation periods happened once a week, over the course o f 7 
weeks, for forty-five minute periods. In total, 7 observations were done. Through field notes 
from the classroom observations, the physical classroom environment, curriculum expectations 
in connection to the lessons being taught, lesson details and materials use, and pedagogy were 
analyzed. It is evident from Tammy’s vignette that many o f her ideas about pedagogy, Language 
Arts learning, and curriculum are played out in her classroom.
The classroom space was small, with a total o f 11 students in the class; 10 had agreed to 
participate in the study. There were three different desk arrangements while I was in the 
classroom; a “U”, two clusters o f desks, and the students sat individually, but this was only 
because they had a test during the prior period. There was a large carpet area in the back corner 
of the classroom with a white board to write on and two computers. Tammy had advised me that
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this is where the majority o f their morning work takes place. There was also a chart paper stand 
for group brainstorming, a CD/Cassette player on the floor, math manipulatives, and a filing 
shelf filled with student supplies. The computers had one set o f speakers and then individual 
student headphones. In front o f the computers were online safety and healthy living posters. 
There were additional computers in other areas of the school that the students could also use 
when needed. There was a large blackboard at the front o f the room with the daily schedule, 
story starters, weekly words and posters used in the writing process. There were also large book 
cases along the entire front o f the classroom that contained student books and resources, teacher 
resources, games, and manipulatives. It was a very text rich environment; posters hanging on all 
o f the walls; a large word wall at the side o f the classroom; every week there were new words 
added to this; and students’ work hanging on bulletin board outside o f the classroom, which was 
changed 3 times over the observation period. There was also an overhead projector screen, and 
the projector was kept in a storage room.
Lessons included curriculum expectations or connections in writing section for Grade 2, 
although some lessons also included combination o f both writing and oral communication 
expectations; expectations include generate, gather and organize ideas and information to write 
for an intended purpose and audience” and “use editing, proofreading, and publishing skills and 
strategies, and knowledge o f language conventions, to correct errors, refine expression, and 
present their work effectively” (The Ontario Curriculum, 2006, p.56). The different styles of 
writing included creative writing, report/retell writing, journal writing and procedural writing. 
Every lesson emphasized editing either individually, peer, teacher or a combination and writing 
conventions including grammar and spelling. There were a total o f 7 different writing lessons
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that I was able to observe in the classroom: 3 journal writing lessons; 3 weekly report lessons; 
and 1 procedural writing lesson. Each lesson has been detailed below.
During journal writing students use “story starters” to write a story in their journals. This 
is to be a creative writing piece. All of the students are given the same character, plot and 
setting. Students were reminded o f what each o f these terms mean and how they apply to their 
characters at the beginning of the lesson through question and answer directed from the teacher. 
The teacher and students also talk about the key parts o f a story, what makes a good story, and 
what conventions are expected when writing a journal. Tammy emphasizes the importance of 
spaces, capitals, periods, run-on sentences and keeping a consistent flow with the story. Once the 
students were finished with their stories, they brought their work to Tammy, to show her. They 
discuss what elements o f the story are included and not included. During the second observation, 
there was more emphasis on the editing process. Students were reminded how to edit their own, 
and each others’ work using a different colour pencil crayon and consistent symbols. The teacher 
views the stories at all different levels o f completion, 1st copy, unedited, 2nd copy, edited, 3 rd 
copy, final with picture. Once the students have edited their own work, and have had a friend edit 
their work, the teacher then edits the work with the student. Tammy does not tell them where 
their errors are, but points out words or sentences that may have something wrong with them or 
ask the students questions about why they had chosen to correct each word when they showed 
her their work. If the student had spelling errors that included no excuse words, which were 
words in their dictionary or on their word wall, they were directed to fix them immediately using 
their resources. These editing practices and directions were consistent throughout all observation 
periods. Once the students have shown Tammy their work, they were able to draw a picture to 
go along with their story at the top o f the page. Tammy would also encourage students to
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connect their images to their written work; she had said she did this to ensure they understood 
secondary forms o f representation. One student drew two pictures for their story, as they did not 
feel one was enough; the teacher was very encouraging o f this. The students were then given a 
five minute warning before they were going to share their stories with the class. During the first 
observation period, only one student volunteered to share her work. The students were reminded 
o f active listening strategies and how to be a good audience before the student began. Once the 
student had finished her story, the teacher asked her and the rest o f the class leading questions 
about the stories. When students finished their work early, they were to work on unfinished 
work in their Language books. The Language book consisted of spelling and grammar 
worksheets.
During weekly report writing, which I also observed three times, students were to choose 
one event that happened over their weekend to report on. These reports would then be kept in 
their writing folders until after Easter, when they would take two of their favourite articles and 
make into final pieces. Observation periods had ended prior to Easter, and I did not see these 
reports transferred into final copies. Tammy had also noted that the students would be writing 
reports on their classroom blog. Tammy had introduced the idea o f writing a report by showing 
the students a news article she had printed offline. After making guesses about the stories theme 
by looking at the picture, the class went through the elements of a news report. The students 
were then given a handout where they were to write their story starter. The handout had a large 
box for a picture, a place to write the reporter (their) name, and 6 lines to start their story. The 
teacher explained that the story they looked at showed Who, What, When, Where, and Why. The 
students then returned back to their desks, where they brainstormed with the teacher about words 
that they may need when writing and the words would be written on the board. During one
observation period, rather than orally telling their stories, the students were going to be 
participating in typewriting activity. Students sat around the carpet and one chair was at the front 
of them. Each student was able to participate in their typewriter. The author of the story sits in 
the chair, and tells the teacher how many students they need to tell their story. The other students 
act out the story.
The final writing form I observed was procedural writing: This was a 3 part lesson. The 
first, which was what I was observing, focused on procedural writing. The other two parts would 
happen in the following week where students would write a persuasive piece about bubblegum, 
and then combine both writing pieces with an image on bulletin board to create a display. During 
this lesson, Tammy introduced the idea by talking about how to do things, and these things are 
usually done in an order. Tammy used the example o f making a peanut butter and jam sandwich, 
and posed the question to the class on how you could explain how to make it to someone. Once 
the students had discussed this, they were each given a piece of bubble gum and were told they 
needed to write the steps needed to blow a bubble. The teacher led a discussion about the steps 
for writing a topic sentences and what this meant; the same was done for closing sentences. 
Students were then given a handout to write the steps they thought you needed to blow a bubble. 
The handout asked the students to fill out a topic sentence, and then a “first, then, next and 
finally” sentence for the process; students were given approximately 10 minutes to do this. 
Students were then given a brainstorming handout, where the whole class would come up with 
descriptive words for their bubblegum blowing procedure. Once a list had been generated by the 
class on the board, they were then to write each word on their sheet in a bubble. After my 
observation period, the teacher had told me they incorporated their brainstorming words into 
their stories. They then edited these pieces and wrote them as a final draft.
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The materials used in the above lessons include student journals, also called the Big 
Writing Book; story starters, spelling resources, pencil and pencil crayons, news article, 
handouts, editing checklist, and individual writing folders.
The teacher had a very active role in the lessons. Her pedagogy included modeling to 
students what they were to be doing and leading the class in both brainstorming and discussion 
activities. The teacher also spent time walking around to each student ensuring they were 
working and knew what they were working on, as well as sitting at her desk editing student 
work.
Reconnecting to Tammy’s discussions in the focus group, it is evident that the types of 
assignments that Tammy has her students complete is in line with the curriculum document, 
although she does not use it to plan her lessons. The value Tammy sees’ in writing conventions 
transfer into her pedagogy, as every lesson included the editing process. Although the school had 
enough computers for the students to regularly use them, her classroom did not. She must find 
computers in different areas o f the school and different classrooms for her students to complete 
online work; this presents some supervision issues in comparison to having the lesson in her own 
classroom. Tammy’s assessment practices as discussed in the focus group were also more clearly 
illuminated during the observation periods. The students were able to consistently practice and 
refine their writing and editing skills before assessment took place; Tammy was always 
observing and helping students with their work. However, when students were assessed, it was 
expected that they represent their knowledge in the medium chosen by the teacher; this was 
substantiated by our focus group conversation about assessment practices and students having to 
practice particular skills, even if it is not in an area o f strength or choice. The materials used in 
the lesson planning were limited to basic classroom materials, again to be substantiated by
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Tammy’s dialogue in other areas o f the study, where she had suggested that her program and 
delivery were constrained by access to resources and space. However, her classroom, along with 
the school in general, appears to have the ideal situation to some public schools; small class sizes 
and access to resources. This raises questions to why there is not the variation in pedagogy 
happening here? This point will be discussed further in Chapter 5.
Focus Groups
Two focus groups were held between February 2011 and May 2011. The first focus 
group had four participants, Sarah, Barbara, Lucy and Tammy. The second focus group had the 
original four participants and Jen, an additional participant. A short vignette o f each teacher 
participant has been created, using pseudonyms, for participants in the focus groups and the in- 
class observations. Each vignette has been written in attempts to get a sense o f who the 
participants are as professionals and to better orient their responses theoretically. Once each 
participant has been introduced, the themes identified will be discussed.
Sarah.
The first participant, Sarah, is a primary teacher with 10 years o f teaching experience, 
who is currently teaching Grade 1. Sarah expressed many positive changes in how she viewed 
Language Arts and how Language Arts learning happens in the classroom. She was able to 
identify differences in her past literacy learning experiences, where literacy was confined to 
specific periods, such as reading and SRA’s, with what she sees today as being cross curricular 
and integrated amongst subjects. She referred to math as an example, saying “our math questions 
are much more different than we had when we were kids. I mean there wasn’t the amount of 
reading or the amount o f writing necessary, it was strictly number computation, and...that was
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about it. The odd word problem maybe, but not as much explaining, not as much...explaining 
your thinking” (Sarah, 2011). Within these changes, Sarah emphasized the importance of proper 
grammatical conventions in a Language Arts program, and saw this as a contributing factor to 
student success outside o f school. Sarah also recognized that there are new types o f conventions 
that go along with new literacies, and these conventions should too be taught in school in 
conjunction with traditional grammar. Sarah expressed some difficulty in defining terms used in 
multiliteracies, but was able to identify different types of multimodal texts used in her own 
pedagogy, referring mostly to examples o f non-fiction texts and understanding the specific text 
features o f these texts. Sarah expressed that there was little use for the curriculum document in 
her pedagogy; she had indicated that she is familiar with the curriculum, but does not use it to 
guide her daily teaching. Sarah had also mentioned that perhaps the length of time or experience 
she has teaching might suggest why she does not use the document regularly, while a new 
teacher might be more reliant on it. She related this idea to her own experiences saying when she 
was a beginning teaching or teaching a new grade she would make long-range plans according to 
the document, but she does not do this anymore. Criticisms of the curriculum document that 
came from Sarah include the idea that it is far too wordy and not creative at all. In order to 
improve the document, Sarah had suggested having specific assessments for the overall 
expectations.
In referring to her own pedagogy, Sarah also felt constrained by space in her classroom 
when trying to design her program. Sarah also illuminated many interesting ideas about new 
literacies in relation to her pedagogy by saying
Well, I will say just personally, that it is harder for me to make the jump into technology
than maybe others... I find it more comfortable for me to teach with printed texts. I find it
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more comfortable. I’ve tried it, and I have got more comfortable at using technology, but 
it is not something that would come naturally for me to want to think of a Promethean 
lesson that I could do, before I would be able to think of a printed lesson. I am already 
sort o f in the mindset that this is the way I always do it, and I, I can be very creative that 
way, I could probably make my job a lot of easier by finding out how to do the same 
thing using technology, but, I don’t necessarily have the time nor the skills to do that for 
all o f my lessons from here on out. So I am trying to implement it really slowly and grasp 
some of those things as I go. But my natural inclination is to just use what we have, 
printed texts or whatever it is that I’ve already you know put together and gathered and 
scavenged from many years, umm, because it’s my comfort level. So I don’t necessarily 
feel a strong need to have new anything, I am quite comfortable with what I already have. 
I think that it’s important though. (Stripe, 2011)
This was followed by a story about her own experiences trying unsuccessfully, to use technology 
in her own life. Sarah expressed concern about the types o f literacy practices that students are 
participating in outside o f school as they could be having a negative effect on Language practices 
within the school, and was able to generalize these practices to mainly entertainment purposes 
only. Sarah articulated in the focus groups that professional development that would be 
meaningful and that could improve her pedagogy is best taught by educators and not specialists; 
should have easily transferable lessons to implement into the classroom; and having more 
exemplars o f specific student work. Sarah made mention o f divisional meetings at the school, 
which she viewed as professional development, had helped her a lot in her own pedagogy and 
assessment.
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In discussing regular assessment practices, Sarah had indicated that there is always some 
form o f summative assessment in each unit o f study, however a multitude o f formative 
assessments also contribute to the overall grading of the student, not just the summative 
assignment. Sarah emphasized the importance of observation in her assessment practice, and 
made note o f the significance o f student work habits. The three areas in which assessments are 
weighted, which Sarah had collaborated with Tammy in organizing their programs this way, 
include centres, hands on, and a summative evaluation, usually being a unit test. However, Sarah 
did indicate that her students rarely know they are being assessed. When introduced to Bill 
Cope’s (2011) Assess-as-you-go Writing Assistant, she expressed concern about the 
collaborative approach to the piece and hesitation to having parents so connected to their 
children’s work and the amount o f time needed to organize individual assessment of this nature.
Barbara.
The second participant, Barbara, who is a Kindergarten/Montessori teacher, with 5 years 
teaching experience, expressed the same positive changes in Literacy ahd Language learning.
She particularly emphasized the value placed on different learning styles, referring to male vs. 
female education and Gardeners multiple intelligences, as well as saw literacy learning as 
something that happened across subject areas, rather than segmented to particular times of the 
day. Barbara was able to identify some uses for the curriculum document, but she was strictly 
referring to the Kindergarten curriculum document, but did explain that exemplars are also 
helpful in her teaching. Barbara also felt constrained by the size o f her classroom, and had 
suggested that she would be willing to use new literacies and multiliteracies, but space has 
confined her; she would like to see SMART boards in her classroom or listening centers, but this 
is not possible due to space constraints. However, Barbara was able to identify, through
discussion, as range o f multimodal texts used in her current pedagogy. Barbara was also able to 
express understanding in the need for incorporating technology and new literacies into the 
classroom, but suggested this needs to be synthesized with traditional pedagogy, as technology is 
not something that can always be relied on. Barbara also expressed a concern shared by Sarah, 
and the other participants in the first focus group, in that the language and grammar used in 
texting and social networking sites could be brought into the classroom; there needs to be 
conventional grammar and spelling in schools in order to set students up to be successful in the 
world. Using this example, both participants are viewing the knowledge their students are 
obtaining through these practices from the lens o f sociocultural constructivism. Barbara used a 
personal example o f her dad working, and reading reports by co-workers that were not 
grammatically correct, and suggested this could determine the type o f occupation you will have, 
depending on your knowledge and application of these essential Language skills. Barbara also 
identified some practices her students’ are participating in outside of school, but they were 
restricted to entertainment purposes as well.
Barbara expressed that meaningful professional development that could help improve her 
pedagogy should be accompanied by something she can take with her and review at a later time, 
like a PowerPoint, and should be delivered by other educators, as they felt they have a better 
understanding o f the dynamics o f a classroom. Barbara had also expressed the benefits of 
personal professional development that are not run by the individual school, such as online 
learning and setting annual professional goals; the importance o f seeking individualized 
professional development was evident through Barbara’s conversation. Barbara’s positioning on 
assessment was also unique in that she was using a curriculum document that had assessments 
built in to it, which she said was wonderful. In discussing Bill Cope’s (2011) Assess-as-you-go
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Writing Assistant, Barbara was intrigued by the oral component of the assessment and compared 
her understanding o f it to the Montessori approach to education, where students’ are active in the 
meaning making process, and have choice in representing their knowledge.
Lucy.
The third participant, Lucy, who is currently teaching Grade 4, with 18 years teaching 
experience, also expressed the same understanding that how literacy is defined is changing. 
Specifically she identified the importance o f metacognition in student learning and Language 
being cross curricular, rather than fragmented to one part of the day. Lucy acknowledged the 
incorporation and acceptance o f multimodal texts into the classroom and as acceptable literature, 
which is something she emphasized as a big change. Although she did not use the terminology 
associated with multiliteracies theory, she was able to identify a number of places where 
multimodal texts fit into the classroom. She specifically referred to how before, graphic novels 
were not allowed in the classroom and were referred to as comic books, but their different 
purposes have been realized and are now acceptable forms of literature. Lucy also immediately 
acknowledged the role that new literacies are playing not only in the field of literacy, but in 
students’ lives, theoretically locating her ideas about literacy learning through socio-cultural 
constructivism. Like the other participants, Lucy viewed the new literacies practices that students 
participate in outside of school as entertainment only and also identified some of the harms in 
trusting technology too much. Lucy emphasized the need to blend old practices with new 
technology, as younger generations coming up will be using new literacies outside o f school 
more and more, and as educators, they need to ensure they have the proper grammar and 
language skills to get them through life; Lucy drew on a number o f scenarios where it is essential 
students’ have these skills. Again, Lucy suggested that these practices should also incorporate
the teaching of the conventions that go along with new literacies. In teaching these conventions 
however, Lucy felt that they would be taught in the same manner as a non-fiction text, and not 
necessarily for learnt matter. Lucy had articulated the idea that although she was willing to 
incorporate technology into her pedagogy, she was not driven by technology, she likes that ‘old 
school’ approach better; using printed texts is where her comfort level was.
In discussing professional development opportunities that were meaningful, she had 
explained that having concrete examples and lessons that you could easily practice in the 
classroom were most beneficial. Lucy also recognized the challenges in organizing and running 
individualized professional development, recognizing that it would be beneficial but not always 
possible. Lucy also highlighted the significance o f follow-up professional development in her 
discussions by saying she saw it as beneficial and could happen in many different ways.
Lucy’s pedagogy was also not driven by the curriculum document; she is familiar with 
expectations, but does not refer to them regularly. She expressed the same idea as Sarah, 
suggesting that new teachers or teachers who have a grade change could benefit from using it 
more. Her criticisms and concerns with using the document regularly is that it is quite vast and 
doesn’t give classroom specific advice. Through Lucy’s experience in teaching, she also 
acknowledged the obstacle of space in the school when implementing new pedagogy, and 
suggested the teachers need to cooperate, be flexible, adaptable and creative in dealing with 
these, along with other issues o f access to technology and resources. Her assessment practices 
are therefore not derived from the curriculum document either, again she recognized how vast 
the curriculum is, and used the example o f a persuasive letter writing task; this task could 
potentially meet so many expectations, the teacher needs to decide what one or two things they 
want to look for and go from there. Lucy also recognized the struggle with parents and
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assessment, in suggesting they do not have the same understanding o f the purposes o f specific 
assessments, and they want to see everything marked, even if they were not the objectives of the 
lesson. Lucy suggested a variety o f assessment strategies used in her classroom, ranging from 
hands on activities, which are assessed through observations, to written tests. Although there is 
not always a summative test at the end o f each unit, Lucy had suggested that there is a 
cumulative task that can assess the students’ overall knowledge o f the specific subject area.
When discussing how students’ choose to represent their knowledge o f a given subject area,
Lucy expressed concern in that if students always select methods that are within their comfort 
level, they will not be challenged; assessment practices should be varied so each student will 
have a opportunity to express their knowledge in a way that suits them individually, but they will 
still need to learn how to show their knowledge in whatever medium the teacher requests, 
because life will request that you know how to do a multitude o f tasks that you might not always 
have a say in.
Jen.
The fourth participant, Jen, a Grade 5 teacher with 3 years teaching experience, was only 
present for the second focus group. During this focus group it was her ideas and assumptions 
around professional development and assessment practices became evident. She expressed a 
need for professional development, like other participants, that is ran by educators. There was 
concern expressed that if professionals or experts within the field are running the professional 
development, it can be quite disconnected from the classroom, and might not be necessarily 
honest about how the teaching tool or idea works in the classroom. Jen identified the idea that 
she would like improvement in specific areas in her Language Arts programming, but needs 
practical professional development in improving these areas. Again, referring to hands on
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examples and ideas that are easily transferable to classroom use. She recognized to the 
constraints in individualizing professional development, particularly in this school setting, 
because o f the small number o f teachers at the school and cost. Jen was able to identify ways in 
which educators could seek out their own professional development or reduce costs by having 
teachers in the school run their own professional development. Jen shared an experience she had 
while doing a practicum placement, where the entire school had a professional development 
session on what a Level 4 looks like when using a rubric system. The whole school participated 
in this in order to create a standard o f practice for assessing using rubrics; she saw this as one of 
the most meaningful professional development opportunities she had had.
In assessing her students’ work, Jen had articulated that there is always some form of 
summative assessment that the students participate in; this assessment could be a test, project, or 
presentation. Jen also uses a variety o f formative assessments in her classroom on a regular basis; 
the importance o f observation was emphasized. Jen expressed concern in the collaborative 
component o f the Assess-as-you-go Writing Assistant, as she did not feel comfortable with 
parents having the same access to their children’s work, because again, they do not have a full 
understanding of assessment purposes. Jen also expressed that individualized assessments would 
be a lot o f work, even in an environment with capped class sizes. Jen had also expressed that her 
students’ need to be able to represent their knowledge in multiple mediums, and should not 
necessarily have a choice in representation, because it is not real world. Jen feels that the 
summary o f knowledge provided from a summative assessment chosen by the teacher provides a 
clear evidence o f understanding and the preparation for summative assessments gives the 
students essential life skills. She connected this to experiences o f her husband’s work in a 
business, where monthly reports and presentations are an essential part o f his work, and he must
69
be able to summarize everything he has done within a one month period to a short presentation. 
However, Jen did recognize that oral presentations and self evaluations could be a part of 
summative assessments.
Tammy.
The final participant was Tammy, currently teaching Grade 2, with 2 years teaching 
experience. Tammy had also volunteered to have her classroom observed for the weekly 
observation periods. Tammy was very positive with regards to the changes she viewed 
happening with Language Arts and how literacy is defined. Tammy recognized the importance of 
the multiplicity o f modes in which students’ can represent their knowledge, and how the ability 
to differentiate instruction and pedagogy accommodates the different learning styles and skills of 
students’, giving “different people an opportunity to experience literacy” (Stripe, 2011). Tammy 
saw language learning as cross curricular, and emphasized the importance resources play in 
making language cross curricular; in math you can introduce concepts with picture books and in 
social studies you can write persuasive pieces. Tammy also emphasized'how easy it is to 
incorporate a variety o f texts that will reach different students with different interests; this will be 
evident during the next section, which explores the observations made in Tammy’s classroom. 
Although Tammy was not familiar with the terminology used in multiliteracies theory, she was 
able to identify a number of resources and teaching tools used in her pedagogy that are 
multimodal. Tammy also explained the benefits to students’ o f having multimodal texts;
And with our class, for, um, we did animal research, and some of my students’ are great 
readers and some o f my students’ are working through that, so for students that are still 
working through the reading, understanding that captions underneath pictures give you 
information, they might be able to look through a book, and they might be able to tell me
70
loads of information about say Lions, and they haven’t really read any o f the paragraphs 
that are in that page, but they looked at the picture of the lion taking down an antelope, 
and they read something, they know that the lion took down a big animal, and then I 
show them where they can read it. So my readers’ who aren’t strong enough to read all o f 
the text, use those other non-fiction clues that are in the book to help them to know. 
(Stripe, 2011)
Tammy also expressed value in using new literacies as a teaching tool, and had suggested 
that there are multiple openings where technology could be used in her classroom and would be, 
if  barriers such as limited space and access to resources were removed. Tammy had indicated 
that she is able to overcome these barriers by being flexible, but there could be many more 
learning opportunities for students if these barriers were lifted. Tammy expressed more value in 
using technology than other participants, in she recognized the essential role technology will play 
in the lives o f students, but she too suggested a blend of old and new, because technology is not 
something that individuals can solely rely on. Tammy shared a story o f new cash machines in the 
United States, where the change is counted for the cashier by the machine, so they do not have to 
do any work; this story was to exemplify the need for basic skills when technology fails. She 
emphasized the importance of students’ having access to technology, whether it is used all o f the 
time or not. Through Tammy’s discussion and practice, it was evident that there was a lot o f 
value placed on proper grammar conventions; this too was something she saw as an essential life 
skill. In her classroom practice, this was emphasized and practiced with the students regularly. 
Tammy had indicated that the more familiarity her students’ have with new literacies, the more 
comfortable they will be with them at school, but she acknowledges the concerns of other 
participants in bringing negative components o f technology into the classroom, such as improper
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grammar. Tammy expressed that the conventions of new literacies should be taught in school, 
but, similar to Lucy’s suggestion, in the same way the conventions of a non-fiction text would 
be. Tammy had expressed that the knowledge and skills you have to properly communicate, both 
orally and written, play an integral role in how you are seen as a professional.
Although Tammy’s pedagogy is not completely directed by the curriculum document, 
she has a clear understanding of the required expectations, as she feels she would be doing the 
students a disservice straying too far from the expectations, but she does not create her lessons 
based on the specific expectations, nor does she format her assessments around them.
Her assessments usually take a variety of forms, but most likely there is a form of 
summative assessment at the end o f a unit. Like the other participants, she feels summative 
assessments show good evidence o f what have been covered, but other forms o f assessment, like 
observations, anecdotal comments and checklists, are just as valuable and weighted accordingly. 
In discussing the Assess-as-you-go Writing Assistant, Tammy was also concerned with the 
collaborative approach to the model, suggesting the parent’s role could present much more work. 
Tammy’s interpretation o f this approach to assessment was similar to Lucy’s in that students 
should not necessarily have a say in how they express their knowledge, because that is not 
realistic to what they will be required to do in the real world.
In regards to professional development, like the other participants, preferred professional 
development ran by educators, as they have a deeper understanding of classroom dynamics and 
the application of particular ideas or lessons. Tammy also emphasized the role the individually 
sought out professional development plays when she needs support; Tammy regularly uses the 
internet as a resource. However, Tammy did indicate that online learning environments should
be solely relied on for professional development, but a using technology in conjunction with 
traditional types o f  professional development. Tammy also saw importance in asking staff about 
professional development opportunities, as she expressed that individualized professional 
development could be too expensive, but focusing on the most demanded areas by teachers could 
help.
Summary of Identified Themes
Through discussion, the thematic topics that were identified in the focus groups and 
classroom observation analysis include traditional definitions o f literacy vs. new definitions of 
literacy, professional development and practice, and school board policies. Each of these themes 
has been analyzed below.
Traditional definitions of literacy vs. new definitions of literacy.
Beginning with the theme o f traditional definitions of literacy, data has indicated that all 
teacher participants see writing conventions and Language conventions as essential skills that 
need to be taught in the classroom on a regular basis. This was also evident in the classroom 
observations, where proper grammar conventions and editing were emphasized during every 
lesson. The participants emphasized the fact that there are real life purposes to knowing proper 
Language conventions; the language conventions in which participants are referring to help 
students become active, fully participating members o f the societies in which they are going to 
live.
Within the theme of traditional definitions o f literacy, themes around the new definitions 
and ideas o f  literacy were brought to light. All o f the participants agreed that the current
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definition o f literacy is changing and that these changes are positive. The changes that 
participants identified as changing definitions o f literacy also included an acknowledgment of 
changing pedagogies. Participants also identified the value placed on how students show what 
they know and the output o f knowledge; they recognized this as a positive shift from past literacy 
pedagogy. However, the participants did recognize the need to have integration between 
traditional literacy practices and new literacy practices that include new technologies.
Extensive dialogue around new literacies was then drawn from the participants’ ideas 
around new definitions o f literacy; all o f the participants again agreed there needs to be a blend 
o f new and old practices, as the consensus was that technology should not be solely relied on, 
because it will fail, meaning there could be power outages or other malfunction, meaning there 
would be a need to go back to basics o f reading and writing printed text. In general, participants 
indicated that technology is a useful tool and resource; can broaden learning and experiences; 
and allows children from different backgrounds to participate and practices. Continuing within 
this theme, a number o f concerns and criticisms were identified when using new literacies or 
multiliteracies in the classrooms, which were also identified in the survey, which was access to 
resources. In particular participants felt constrained by limited or irregular access to technology, 
having to use personal resources (personal computer) to supplement for needed technology at 
school, not enough physical space for students to practice using these technologies and a lack of 
resources in general, which include print based texts. All o f these constraints were all evident in 
the classroom observations, where Tammy did have a small classroom, with a small number of 
computers. Participants had indicated several ways in which they deal with these problems 
including being creative, relocating to larger spaces when available, compromising, adapting and 
collaborating with other teachers for shared resources. A second criticism shared by Lucy was
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the idea that children trust too much into technology; this suggests students need education in the 
uses of digital literacies. Another negative impact, discussed by the majority o f participants, is 
students using new literacies outside of the classroom and the influence they have in the 
classroom included texting language entering the classroom when it should not; communication 
styles on social networking sites are inappropriate for school use and might be or is transferred 
into the school; and participants were concerned that generations coming up may not know the 
difference between writing conventions and texting conventions. These ideas also relate to 
literacy learning as situated. Finally, the participants also discussed at length the negative impact 
o f using spelling checking software on word processors and the negative impact it can have on 
student learning. None o f the participants identified any positive impacts o f using this tool. The 
negative impacts discussed included kids becoming dependant on it because they have grown up 
with it and cannot spell; not learning the proper writing conventions or knowing how to use spell 
check effectively; negative impacts of the editing tool itself, for example primary kids learning to 
spell automatically know they are wrong when they see the red line; and again kids becoming too 
dependent on technology. Again, this idea was supported by Tammy’s practice where students 
were regularly asked to practice spelling and grammar strategies in their writing. The students in 
her classroom did not use technology as a means of editing.
Professional development and practice.
In connection to new literacies, themes relating to multiliteracies theory and pedagogy 
were also apparent; there was a great deal o f discussion around the cultural considerations that 
are now afforded with new literacy practices, indicating a recognition of the “culturally and 
linguistically diverse and increasingly globalized societies” (Cazden et al. 1996, p. 61).
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Participants saw new definitions o f literacy as giving different students the opportunity to 
experience literacy and technology. Participants suggested that technology too has opened doors 
to a diversity of students, acknowledging the multiple ways in which students can learn. 
However, multiliteracies is more than just technology, but includes culture, language and other 
modes o f representation. Participants had also indicated that the changing definition of literacy 
includes a lot of multimodal texts, without using that term. All o f the participants showed only 
some understanding o f the term multimodal as they only associated it with differentiated 
learning, teaching, and producing in multiple ways. After briefly explaining what multimodal 
was, participants then included visual (pictures, cartoons, comics posters on the wall), printed 
text (text boxes, bold text, trivia, lists, handouts, magazines, word searches, text books), oral 
communication (trivia) and new literacies (computers and SMART boards), in their conception 
o f the term; however, the participants needed guidance in defining the term and applying it to the 
classroom. The types o f texts identified included kids nonfiction and nonfiction text books, a 
listening center with a book, and new literacies, including SMART boards, computers for 
research projects, PowerPoint presentations for review, and the media cart. Although not all o f 
these texts were used while observing Tammy’s classroom, they were available to students and 
the teacher regularly.
In discussing the topic o f professional development, it was evident that participants felt
that the most meaningful professional development opportunities were those that were run by
educators, and had easily transferable lesson ideas. Participants felt that professional
development that was individualized and had follow-up opportunities were beneficial, but some
participants were able to acknowledge the challenges when trying to implement that type of
professional development. In recognizing that the professional development schools offer is not
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sufficient, some participants expressed other means to access the resources and knowledge they 
needed, while others saw collaborative activities within the school, like divisional staff meetings, 
as good opportunities for professional development.
School board policies.
When reviewing the data on participants’ perceptions and practices around assessment, it 
was evident that the participants all had a variety o f formative and summative assessment tasks 
for their students. The value that the participants place on summative assessments was high; all 
of the participants who taught above Grade 1 used some form of summative assessment. 
However, these assessments are not necessarily derived from the curriculum document or the 
achievement chart in the document, but based on their planned expectations. It was evident, 
during the classroom observations, that Tammy used many of the writing pieces from her 
students has diagnostic or formative assessment pieces; one piece was to be used as a summative 
assessment piece, however my observations had ended prior to this. Participants had also 
expressed that that summative piece worked as evidence or a justification for the student’s mark; 
this brings to question what is driving their assessment practices? When introduced to the 
Assess-as-you-go writing assistant, participants were not in favour o f idea parents would have 
access to the files. Participants also expressed concern in students choosing the way in which 
students’ represent their knowledge, which is significant to multiliteracies theory. The majority 
saw this as a unconstructive method of assessment as it would be time consuming and not 
realistic in the real world.
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Curriculum Document Review
One of my preliminary research questions asked how educators may be able to use the 
current Language Arts curriculum document to create multiliteracies pedagogy in the classroom. 
Data collection and analysis has indicated that participants in this school are not using the 
curriculum document to guide their pedagogical decisions, or to direct their teaching, nor do they 
use it regularly. I intend to briefly discuss the discrepancy between the intent of the curriculum 
document and the direction o f the field in terms of movement to expanded notions o f literacy.
The curriculum document was discussed through direct questions and through ideas 
brought forward in other discussion points during the focus groups. It was agreed that literacy 
can be seen across content areas; for example, word problems in math, and the curriculum 
doesn’t necessarily account for this. Lucy added to this by suggesting that that the curriculum is 
quite vast and it is easier to navigate and meet all expectations if working cross-curricularly; all 
participants had agreed with this point. All o f the participants also agreed that they have some 
general uses for the document and all participants were familiar with the expectations in the 
document, as they usually scan through it at the beginning of the year, but do not scan through it 
regularly throughout the year. All o f the participants had also agreed that it gives good direction 
in what needs to be taught, but Sarah suggested that it is too wordy and not creative; none o f the 
participants agreed with the idea that the document could help in creating a lesson plan. Sarah, 
Lucy, and Tammy also indicated that depending on the amount o f experience you have, may 
affect how frequently you use the curriculum document or if you have changed grades and need 
to familiarize yourself with the expectations. Lucy had further suggested that your lessons will 
change depending on your individual class; the curriculum does not show that flexibility.
Barbara had articulated that the examples in the document could be somewhat helpful. In
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summary, the main criticisms o f the document include the fact that it doesn’t give any advice at 
all, not creative at all, and it material cannot be generalized across grades. This data does not 
provide any clarity to whether the curriculum document could be used to create a multiliteracies 
pedagogy in the class because of the limited use o f the document within the school. Some o f the 
criticisms o f the document also indicate that because of the how they perceive the document and 
the fact that it is not mandatory that the teachers use it, it is difficult to determine whether or not 
the document could be used for the purposes suggested by my research. The data suggests that in 
effect, the curriculum document, while unimaginative, does not limit them. This brings the 
important question as to what is limiting them?
Expanding notions of literacy.
Within this section, I will briefly explore what might be limiting teacher’s abilities to 
move in this direction and what needs to happen to move forward. When reviewing the 
importance o f literacy, as defined in the Language Arts curriculum document (2006), the 
Ministry o f Education has quoted UNESCO’s statement for the United Nation Literacy Decade 
on the opening page, which states “Literacy is about more than reading or writing- it is about 
how we communicate in society. It is about social practices and relationships, about knowledge, 
language and culture” (The Ontario Language Arts curriculum document, 2006, p.3). This 
indicates that the Ministry o f Education is moving in the direction o f multiliteracies as this 
statement aligns very closely to the concepts and theoretical grounds of multiliteracies. It would 
appear that there is a clear intent to expand notions o f literacy beyond traditional definitions of 
literacy to more expanded notions of literacy.
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Beyond the importance o f literacy and language as defined in the document is the type of 
knowledge and skills that the Ontario curriculum document is dedicated to providing. The skills 
and knowledge in which literacy is based, according to the Language Arts document, includes 
“listening and speaking, reading, writing, and viewing and representing” (The Ontario Language 
Arts curriculum document, 2006); however there is little guidance in implementing and assessing 
some o f these language arts, specifically viewing and representing, thus raising concerns 
between the expectations in the document and the implications of the interpretation o f the 
document. In the Achievement Chart in the Language Arts curriculum document (The Ontario 
Curriculum, 2006, p.20-21) there is no direction on how to assess viewing. With respect to 
representing, there are a number of possibilities to how the document may be used for 
multiliteracies pedagogy; beginning with the idea multiliteracies seems to be sectioned off in the 
areas o f media literacy or visual literacy in The Arts. It is evident that there is room to be fluid 
and flexible in delivering multiliteracies pedagogy, when reading the overall expectations o f 
each strand, but the specific expectations use language that is rooted in traditional notions of 
literacy. For example, when developing and organizing content for writing in any grade, the 
specific expectations use examples that generally deal with print text, where multimodal forms of 
representation are segmented to the media literacy strand or visual arts, where producing in 
multiple forms is encouraged; what if these forms of representation were encouraged in the other 
strands? Visual literacy is a large component o f multiliteracies theory, but this form of 
representation is only seen in the media literacy strand o f the document. However, as noted 
previously, the document emphasizes the knowledge and skills required for viewing and 
representing, but there is limited direction on how to apply or assess this. These areas are also 
constrained by the specific expectations, which give opportunities for viewing and representing,
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but are limited to traditional print representations. There needs to be a more clear understanding 
o f what is meant by viewing and representing, and how teachers can go about assessing this.
The four strands are represented as segmented from one another, while multiliteracies 
pedagogy views Language learning as multimodal and situated. In order to account for the 
expanded notions o f literacy, these strands have to been understood in conjunction with one 
another. These strands may be communicated together through multiliteracies theory o f Design, 
which “may be based on styles, genres, dialects; and on semiotic systems” (Neylor, nd ,p.3). 
Design involves three elements: available designs, designing and the redesigned (The New 
London Group, 1996). Each o f these three areas addresses different elements o f the Language 
Arts in combination with each other. In communicating Language Arts through multiliteracies, 
the strands o f Language Arts are not removed but redesigned in a way that the views Language 
Arts practices as happening in conjunction with one another, and not as separate entities.
As discussed in the literature, another factor that may be limiting teacher’s ability is the 
assessment practices that students must participate in; if students are regularly assessed using 
traditional print forms o f assessment or read texts that are only represented in one mode, and 
teachers are regularly required to follow these types o f assessments because o f provincial 
standards, experimenting with new assessment methods may seem unconstructive. The steps that 
are needed to move forward are holistic; more direction is needed for teachers in understanding 
the terminology that is being used in the document, and that terminology must be applied to the 
specific expectations; both standardized and in-class assessment practices must vary, and 
teachers need to be given direction in assessing Language tasks that are not in the print tradition.
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Summary of Data Analysis
During this chapter, the three data sources were described and analyzed. The survey was 
designed to gather some preliminary information about the participants that may help clarify, 
support or explain data gathered through the focus groups and observation. Questions on the 
survey were presented as a factual overview to help situate participants as literacy learners and 
teachers and to get a sense o f their ability to articulate their tacit knowledge about literacy 
teaching. Again, the analysis o f this data was done in attempt to locate the participant’s 
understanding o f language and literacy practices. Characteristics o f participant’s responses in the 
survey included traditional definitions of literacy vs. new definitions of literacy, professional 
development and practice and school board policies. For the analysis of the focus group and 
classroom observations, a short vignette of each participant was created; each vignette was also 
written in attempts to get a sense o f who the participants are as professionals and to better orient 
their responses theoretically. The themes that were identified in the focus groups through 
analysis and topics discussed aligned with the characteristics identified in the preliminary survey 
now identified as themes, which include traditional definitions o f literacy vs. new definitions o f 
literacy, professional development and practice, and school board polices. The data derived from 
classroom observation was obtained through field notes o f the physical classroom environment, 
curriculum expectations in connection to the lessons being taught, lesson details and materials 
use, and pedagogy. It is evident from Tammy’s vignette that many o f her ideas about pedagogy, 
Language Arts learning, and curriculum are played out in her classroom. Data derived from this 
analysis also fit into the themes identified in the focus groups. Other themes, such as access to 
resources and space, which did not fit into the areas listed above, were also identified. It became 
evident that a closer examination o f the curriculum document was needed, after reviewing data
in relation to the curriculum document, as the participants were not using the document in as 
many ways as what I had anticipated. I discussed the discrepancy between the intent o f the 
curriculum document and the direction o f the field in terms of movement to expanded notions of 
literacy, in the brief review of the curriculum document. In the review of the document, it was 
evident that the Ministry o f Education is acknowledging multiliteracies in the design of 
curriculum document, but there are a number o f barriers, including language, assessment and 





In Chapter 4, each data source was analyzed individually according to common topics 
and themes; concluding statements were then derived from each theme. In this chapter, I will be 
discussing the findings from the three data sources according to the themes developed from the 
analysis and then connecting them to the literature review. The themes are not necessarily 
separate from one another, but can be interrelated; this connectiveness will also be discussed. 
Themes for discussion include traditional definitions o f literacy vs. new definitions o f literacy 
and professional development and practice. I also intend to briefly discuss openings for 
multiliteracies pedagogy that I saw in the classroom, and discuss areas for further research. My 
primary research questions asked: What might a language arts program look like that encourages 
the use o f multiliteracies and new literacies? How may educators use the current Language Arts 
curriculum document to create a multiliteracies pedagogy in the classrooin?; and what support(s) 
may be needed in order for educators to create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the 
classroom? In addressing my first research question, it was evident that the participants at this 
school were focused on using print literacy and more traditional understandings of Language 
Arts in their pedagogy. As discussed, there were openings within classroom practice for a 
multiliteracies pedagogy. As noted in Chapter 4, a review o f the curriculum document was 
conducted because the participants were not using the curriculum document in the ways that I 
had expected. In this review, the openings for multiliteracies practices within the document were 
noted, as well as a brief exploration into the intent and implications o f its interpretation were also 
noted. In response to my third research question it was evident that participants expressed a
desired need for high-quality professional development, and lacked the knowledge or 
terminology needed to understand and express multiliteracies pedagogy. Below is a more 
thorough discussion around these findings.
Traditional Definitions of Literacy vs. New Definitions of Literacy
The analysis o f the data situated the participants as highly focused within one area o f the 
broad spectrum o f literacy; print. While the participants acknowledged the changing definition of 
literacy and the roles that new literacies and multiliteracies take in a Language Arts program, 
many o f the participants’ responses indicated that their pedagogy included traditional ideas of 
literacy. However, the lack of terminology that the participants had in relation to new definitions 
o f literacy became a barrier when trying to articulate their pedagogy and how it connected to 
newer definitions o f literacy. All o f the participants were able to express a positive change in 
literacy definitions and pedagogy. The most positive aspects of this shift included the cultural 
considerations, multiple intelligences and the shift in the use of technology with regards to 
literacy practices. The participants saw these changes as affording a diversity o f students the 
opportunity to experience literacy, which they may not have without advance in technology. 
These changes coincide with the many changes multiple authors have identified in the literature 
review. However, the participants did not identify the participatory culture o f online and new 
literacy environments. This may be because, as will be discussed, participants did not express the 
same shared value in using new literacies in the classroom and perhaps were not participating in 
online culture to the same extent as they participate in print culture.
Although data did indicate some multiliteracies practices taking place in the participants’ 
pedagogy, it would appear that the language of multiliteracies is something that the participants
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were not familiar and responses were limited by some o f the terminology used in this field.
The connections identified in discussing new definitions of literacy and multiliteracies practices 
included collaboration, multimodal texts and design, and situated practice. However, many o f the 
ideas that were presented by the participants and observations made by myself, in regards to 
multiliteracies pedagogy were understood in a very traditional sense, and not understood in 
relation to new definitions o f literacy.
Beginning with collaboration, all o f the participants had indicated that their students work
collaboratively for multiple purposes. The participants had indicated a variety o f reasons to why
students would work collaboratively, but in general it was understood as playing together or
reading together, which are quite traditional in that they position the students as receivers of
knowledge or consumers o f knowledge, rather than producers or designers who collaborate and
interact with the information they are looking at. The use of collaboration also did not appear to
be for new meaning making, but rather a process to confirm or rehearse learnt matter. The
participatory culture (Hammett & Toope, 2011) o f literacy learning was not visible during the
time I was observing but again used in a more traditional sense. This understanding o f
collaboration could also be attributed to the “Growing Success: Assessment, Evaluation and
Reporting in Ontario Schools,” (2010) which participants were introduced to half way through
the year. This document does not value collaborative work as a means o f learning, but rather
reduces it to a specific skill students should be able to practice in a variety o f settings. Student
assessment of “Collaboration,” according to the Growing Success Document (2010), can only be
done within the “Learning Skills/Work Habits” section of the report card and “to the extent
possible.. .the evaluation o f learning skills and work habits, apart from any that may be included
as part o f a curriculum expectation in a subject course, should not be considered in determining a
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student’s grade” (p.10), which indicates that there is little value being put on collaborative and 
participatory practices when assessing students by the Ministry and administration of this school. 
Participants had also indicated that a determining factor in using collaborative work is whether or 
not the assignment is being graded; if it is worth marks, it is not to be done collaboratively.
Again, this understanding o f collaborative only connects it to working with a group o f people, 
rather than collaborative practices that occur within new literacies.
A second example o f terminology limitations within multiliteracies theory is the specific 
terminology to describe some of the texts and learning opportunities used within this pedagogy. 
Participants in the focus group were able to come to a consensus on what they thought 
multimodal meant. They associated the term with different learning, teaching, and producing in 
multiple ways. However, during the focus group there was a sense of misunderstanding when 
asked to apply the term to examples o f multimodal texts. I then had to give the participants a 
more concrete definition o f the term before getting further response. The participants included 
visual texts, such as pictures, cartoons, comics, and posters on the walk, printed text, such as text 
boxes, bold text, trivia, lists, handouts, magazines, word searches, text books; oral 
communication, with only one example, trivia; and new literacies, such as computers and 
SMART boards. Even after I had given a brief definition of multimodal, the participants 
understanding seemed to be limited to a variety of print based texts. It seemed that the 
participants were struggling with combinations o f these forms working together. However, it 
became evident that multimodal texts are somewhat in use when exploring the types of materials 
used by the participants in their current pedagogy, which include, kids nonfiction and nonfiction 
text books, a listening center with a book, SMART boards, computers for research projects,
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PowerPoint presentations for review, and the media cart, but participants were unable to connect 
their practices to the proper terminology.
The same misunderstanding o f terminology was evident when exploring the terms design 
and redesign; the examples o f designing opportunities included creating individual writing or 
visual pieces and then redesigning through the editing process. Some o f the design opportunities 
listed by participants in the survey, such as novel study, were hard to analyze as it wasn’t 
explained how this was a design or redesign opportunity. The opportunities to design and 
redesign as understood through this lens, were also seen in the classroom observations, as all of 
the tasks were writing tasks that involved self, peer and teacher editing. Design and redesign 
opportunities, as Kist (2000) has identified need to “encourage students to be very conscious of 
the meaning making process and the mediums used within it to express meaning” (p.716), while 
these activities are again in a very traditional sense and do not ask students to consider the 
medium or the meaning making process. Another indication o f misunderstanding of terminology 
was the responses on the survey that specifically referred to design and redesign opportunities 
were quite short in comparison to other answers. I did not take this as a case of questionnaire 
fatigue as questions after this one on the survey had much more thorough responses. However, it 
could have been that the participants were concerned that they did not have the ‘right’ answer for 
the question, or they were lacking a clear understanding o f the terminology used. Another 
indication of confusion within the terminology was the idea that one o f the participants had given 
an excellent example o f redesigning for reading comprehension tasks on the survey, but it was 
not mentioned when specifically asked about designing or redesigning.
Finally, understanding a key component o f multiliteracies pedagogy, situated practice, 
seemed to be confusing for participants. As noted in the literature review, new notions of
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literacy acknowledge the fact that literacy practices occur in a diversity o f settings and are 
situated. This idea not only acknowledges the diversity o f cultures and languages that literacy 
practices occur in, but that literacy cannot be thought o f in a traditional sense o f only occurring 
in the Language Arts classroom. When I asked participants about the specific literacy practices 
their students were participating in outside o f school, some o f the participants were very 
confused by this and thought that if anything it was the opposite and literacies in school affected 
out o f school practices. The participants were unable to identify any literacy practices their 
students participate in, aside from new literacies, which will be discussed further in the next 
section, outside o f school. The new literacies discussed by participants suggested that their 
students are using outside o f school were limited to entertainment or non-educational purposes. 
This idea indicates that participants are only situating literacy learning within the walls o f the 
classroom and students’ experiences with literacies outside of the classroom are not relevant to 
the types o f literacy practices in the classroom. This seems like a broad generalization, and could 
be attributed to a misunderstanding o f the terminology being used. This point will be discussed 
further below.
Professional Development and Practice
In attempting to discover why new definitions o f literacy have been acknowledged by
participants, but are not being celebrated in their classrooms, it was evident that professional
development is a support that is needed to engage teachers with pedagogy of multiliteracies in
the classroom. In analyzing the data, the first interesting idea was that the teachers who
participated in the survey had very different responses to whether they had a say in professional
development opportunities at their school; 4 participants said yes they do have a choice, while 2
participants said no, and 1 participant did not answer. Given that the majority o f participants said
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that they had a choice in professional development at their school, appears to be contradictory to 
other data collected, as that majority o f participants said that the biggest problem in 
implementing new pedagogy into the classroom was access to professional development. The 
problem may be rooted in the fact that participants may be unaware that they have a say, they do 
not know they have a say, or they have never been asked. I am able to attest to this, as the school 
has never openly asked for professional development suggestions, but my suggestions have 
always been acknowledged. As discussed at length in the literature review in order to improve 
student learning, it is essential that teachers have multiple opportunities to participate in 
meaningful professional development; the in-school professional development opportunities are 
lacking or the opportunities are not supported by sustained growth, but rather fragmented 
sessions that are not connected to individual practice and are inconsistent throughout the year. 
This is something I am also able to attest to, as the mandatory professional development at the 
school has never been revisited, once the session had ended or directly linked to individual 
teacher pedagogy. Prior to conducting the research, this was something that I had acknowledged 
as being a possible constraint faced by teachers, when this idea was discussed by focus group 
participants it was evident that they see value in having follow-up opportunities and suggest that 
it could improve the implementation of new ideas and activities in the classroom if they were 
given the opportunity. In this discussion the participants had indicated that follow-up 
opportunities within the school and in online learning environments would be beneficial.
Another possibility in the discrepancies with responses could indicate that the professional 
development opportunities have not been individualized to teachers, but arranged from a top- 
down approach; as noted previously the Directors o f the school are responsible for setting up 
professional development opportunities. This also connects to the study conducted by Hibbert et
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al. (in press), where it was evident that mandated professional development or top-down 
approaches are what takes precedence in relation to teacher professional development, even if it 
is less relevant to teachers. Also interesting in the findings, which goes against what authors in 
the literature review suggest, is that professional development did not appear to be constrained 
by professional development that focuses on standardized assessments, suggesting that there is 
ample room to further develop professional development within this school.
It was also evident through data analysis that the participants were unaware o f their 
students’ technological funds o f knowledge. As discussion had previously indicated, participants 
often assume their students are using technology for entertainment purposes; becoming aware of 
these funds may be beneficial in the classroom. If  teachers became more aware o f their students’ 
funds o f knowledge, they would also be better able to articulate their professional development 
needs. However, in contrast to literature presented in the review, these participants did not 
express concern that their students are more technologically advanced than them, but rather that 
the student use the technology for purposes that they do not necessarily deem relevant, which 
also speaks to their own missing knowledge about new definitions o f literacy.
Through data analysis it became clear that participants were more critical and wary of 
using technology, and prefer traditional pedagogies. Lucy had said, “Do I need it [using 
technology in teaching practice], no. Am I willing to kind of say, ‘ok use a Promethean Board’ 
and that kind of stuff, absolutely, but I am not driven by it, by any means, because I do like that, 
old school, I am going to call it that, approach” (Stripe, 2011). Lucy further suggested that 
students trust too much into technology and it will fail at some point in time, so students need to 
know traditional literacy skills in those scenarios. This seems contrary to research within the
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literacy field and would lead me to suggest that participants too need new forms of professional 
development in helping understand this generation o f learners. Kist (2006) proposes that there 
needs to be a complete transformation in “professional development for teachers over the course 
o f their careers” (p.64). He suggests a change in the type of professional development that is 
being offered, as new technologies have also created many opportunities for collaborative 
learning as well. Traditional forms o f professional development have been “widely criticized as 
being ineffective in providing teachers with sufficient time, activities, and content necessary for 
increasing teachers’ knowledge and fostering meaningful changes (Garet, Porter, Desimone, 
Birman, & Yoon, 2001, p. 920)” (Llyod & Duncan-Howell, 2010, p.62). Technology has 
provided ‘new forums’ for professional development, “connecting teachers in new ways by 
building both local and cyber communities.. .digital portfolios... [and] blogging” (Kist, 2006, p. 
64). Lloyd and Duncan-Howell (2010) also describe the value in online learning communities by 
explaining that they “provide continuous and self-generating professional development for 
teachers through flexible, authentic and personalized opportunities for learning” (p.60). Using 
online communities as a form o f professional development speaks too many o f the needs o f high 
quality professional development; it is consistent, collaborative, teacher/leamer centered, hands- 
on, and can be adapted for classroom use. Furthermore, there needs to be “preservice and 
inservice education about digital literacies and teaching in collaboration with digital media...to 
ensure that teachers acquire and maintain appropriate skills and knowledge about technology’s 
potential to enhance literacy teaching and learning” (Kinzer, 2010, p.56). However, when the 
topic o f professional development was discussed with participants, they were quite hesitant in 
this idea, indicating the follow-up to professional development in the form of a blog or online 
community would be beneficial, but they too need the hands on or classroom component of
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professional development. However, the benefits and convenience o f online courses was also 
mentioned. The reluctance to participate in online forms of professional development may also 
reflect the participants’ comfort level with these types o f technologies.
Also noted in the literature is the idea that educators may not have embraced a pedagogy 
o f multiliteracies because o f the rapidly developing and changing technologies and terminology 
associated with these changes. Educators may feel confused or overwhelmed (Hammett & 
Toope, 2010). This was expressed not only indirectly through the obvious confusion with 
terminology used, but also directly during focus group sessions where Sarah had articulated that 
“I don’t necessarily have the time nor the skills to do that for all o f my lessons from here on out. 
So I am trying to implement it really slowly and grasp some o f those things as I go” (Stripe, 
2011). This idea connects with the idea that participants may not be given adequate professional 
development to implement new literacies in the classroom.
The idea that participants’ access to resources may have prevented them from 
implementing new pedagogy in the classroom was a question that has been brought up from the 
data analysis. Given the school’s effort to provide resources, these responses appeared 
incongruent with the efforts o f the school to see the data reveal a concern over access to 
resources. The specific issues as mentioned in the data in multiple settings, focused on a 
limitation o f space and lack o f access to a particular technology; Promethean Boards. My 
perception of the classroom space during the observations was that space was limited, and the 
classrooms were quite small. However, the space had been efficiently used and set up by the 
participant and had a variety o f resources for both students and teachers. All o f the participants 
participated in a mandatory professional development session at the beginning o f the school year, 
specifically to teach teachers how to use the Promethean Boards and software, however, only
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two o f the classrooms are equipped with Promethean Boards, making regular access impractical. 
This could be attributed to why Tammy had suggested in a focus group she would be willing to 
change her entire program based on the guarantee to regular access to technology. The 
participants may have felt disconnected from the purpose of this professional development as it 
was not reflective o f the resources that the participants had access to on a regular basis. As 
discussed in the literature, it is essential that professional development opportunities are 
reflective of the type and access to technology individual teachers have; it is the job of 
administration to ensure that professional development is relevant to their teachers, and not just 
something being passed on that they are required to know, by providing resources, allocating 
sufficient time for training, and being active participants in the professional development 
activities (Speck & Knipe, 2005). Connecting to the concerns over space, participants may also 
feel that they are confined to their classrooms because they do not have the specific technology 
in their own rooms, so they are obligated to ‘make do’ with what they have. Having a small class 
size would appear contradictory to having space issues, indicating that maybe participants were 
wanting to experiment with new pedagogy that involves the students participating in their 
education in more physical ways, perhaps taking into consideration different modes of 
representation, such as dramatic representations.
It was evident when discussing participants’ own pedagogy and analyzing classroom 
observations, print literacy is practiced most within the rich spectrum of approaches available to 
teach Language Arts. In the focus group, Sarah and Lucy both agreed that they see a need for 
technology, but prefer teaching using traditional printed texts and lessons are more easily thought 
o f a put together in a traditional sense than with a Promethean Board. During the classroom 
observations the curriculum connections made were under the writing section of the document,
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with an emphasis on editing. All writing took place on paper with a pencil. During one lesson 
students were to transfer their work to a final piece outside of their writing books/joumals; the 
layout o f the final presentation of the piece was decided by the teacher. When asked in the 
survey about reading and writing conventions tasks, most participants interpreted writing 
conventions tasks in a traditional sense in that the majority seemed to be directed towards proper 
writing conventions for printed text. The reading comprehension task examples given by 
participants appeared to make some use o f multiliteracies pedagogy and multiple modes of 
representation for reading comprehension tasks as the majority o f responses including 
combinations o f linguistic, visual, and collaborative tasks. However, 5 participants did indicate 
that they use paper-pencil tasks without combination o f other modes for reading comprehension 
as well. One respondent said all they use is paper-pencil tasks. When asking participants to 
specifically define literacy, all o f the participants believed that the ability to read and write and 
understand and communicate texts were components or a complete definitions o f literacy. A 
small number o f participants had also agreed that oral communication was a part of literacy. New 
literacies were not emphasized in the survey; however in discussion with participants they had 
indicated that this is a part o f literacy. The majority o f participants situated literacy learning as 
taking place in the classroom, but recognized its role outside o f the classroom. The participants 
understanding of literacy in comparison to classroom practices is consistent. The lens in which 
literacy is being understood needs to expand to include a pedagogy o f multiliteracies. It would 
appear that there is acknowledgment that definitions o f literacy are changing, but a lack of action 
in changing pedagogy to account for these changes. This would indicate that participants are still 
reliant on traditional definitions o f literacy; the purpose o f expanding the definition of literacy 
seems to be overlooked. The roles that the students will take in society are being compared to
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roles that these educators took; there has not been a consideration of the technological and 
societal shifts that have happened. Teaching literacy through a traditional lens also does not 
scaffold off o f students’ funds o f knowledge, as discussed in the review, but is concerned with 
the retention o f facts and knowledge, such as grammar conventions and comprehending texts. 
Students are not given opportunities to express the different ways of knowing, as articulated by 
Yelland, Cope, and Kalantzis (2008). The knowledge they are obtaining is not based on 
connections between old and new knowledge; students are not asked to conceptualize and 
analyze learnt matter, but rather show their retention through rote practices.
Through the analysis o f the data it was evident that the participants were aware o f the role 
new literacies would play in a new definition of literacy, however, its value was questioned. The 
previous section had ended with a discussion around situated practice, and indicated that the only 
new literacies participants felt their students were participating in were for non-educational or 
entertainment purposes. The specific examples participants gave o f students using new literacies 
were texting, internet use, word processors, gaming, downloading music and Facebook. One 
participant identified a positive impact o f using these literacies, and that was that the students 
would have an increased comfort level and sense of confidence when using these technologies at 
the school. Participants did however indicate that technology is a useful tool and resource, can 
broaden learning and experiences, allows children from different backgrounds to participate and 
accommodates different learning styles within the school setting. Participants understanding of 
these practices as non-educational ignore the conventions needed to understand and use these 
types of technologies as well as their student’s funds of knowledge within these technologies. It 
will be difficult to create pedagogy of multiliteracies if participants are characterizing student’s 
literacy practices outside o f the school as invaluable or purposeless, as these experiences have
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value. All participants agreed that the conventions of online/new literacies should be taught at 
school but need to be tied in with traditional conventions. It was the traditional conventions that 
played an active role in this group o f participants pedagogy; participants agreed that traditional 
reading and writing conventions need to be taught in school because you will speak to a variety 
o f people and their must be a standard, keeping these conventions keeps this standard. Knowing 
the conventions is a sign o f being well educated, and one would be considered not ‘professional’ 
without them. This idea is again looking at literacy pedagogy in a very traditional way where 
being proficient in writing and grammar define literacy (Kalantzis et el. 2003, p.21). The 
purposes o f students learning conventions, as expressed in the focus group, emphasize a need to 
be productive and educated citizens. However the educational needs as seen by the teacher 
participants are slightly traditional in that students also need new skills, not skills oriented in a 
print based tradition.
When specifically asked about teaching the conventions o f new literacies, and if there 
was a place for it in the classroom, the participants did agree, but suggested it be taught the same 
way a lesson teaching students about text features o f a non-fiction text, would be taught. But, as 
Kinzer (2010) discussed understanding these new conventions “involves more than encoding and 
decoding alphabetic/linguistic elements” (p.52), but how these conventions contribute to the 
design and meaning o f a piece. Extending this point even further is the idea that literacy practices 
are situated and different literacy skills are needed in different settings. One o f the main concerns 
with student’s literacy practices outside o f school was the fact that texting and social networking 
language and conventions would enter the classroom when they should not; it is essential that 
students are taught the differences in where these types o f conventions occur and the meanings 
that are associated with them.
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When asked about the participants own use o f technology within their pedagogy, the 
majority o f participants had indicated they only use computers 0-1 times per week when 
planning and delivering lessons; this could be telling o f why they also feel their students are not 
using technology in meaningful ways. Effective teachers are lifelong learners themselves; if the 
teachers are unwilling to open the doors to new literacies, it is clear they would not be celebrated 
in their classrooms. As data analysis has demonstrated, there are also a number of concerns 
associated with multiliteracies and new literacies in the classroom. Many o f these criticisms 
come from a misunderstanding or lack o f understanding of new literacies and multiliteracies. The 
concerns o f dependency on technology by users or technology failing when users have become 
so reliant on it stem also from a traditional understanding. Teachers need to be concerned if their 
students are not using these tools and do not demonstrate an understanding of these tools; 
multiliteracies theory asserts that these criticisms are not representative of the globalized 
economy or the roles students will fill in society.
Discussion
It was evident through the classroom observations that the literacy practices aligned 
nicely with traditional understandings. When looking at developing multiliteracies into 
classroom pedagogy, there were many opportunities that may have allowed for this; the 
curriculum expectations that were attended to in these lessons left a lot o f pedagogical flexibility. 
In reviewing the activities in the classroom, it was evident that the students’ interests and prior 
knowledge were important components o f the lesson planning. All of the writing forms used 
were in the print tradition, and could have been easily transferred to newer styles of writing that 
occur in Web 2.0 environments, such as web page writing, blogging, digital stories or
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documentaries. Emphasis on conventions can be shifted into digital environments where students 
can practice using online editing tools, collaborative editing techniques, and learning the tools 
and conventions o f new media. When students are working collaboratively on pieces and 
exploring writing and publishing opportunities digitally, they can also extend their work in 
global communities. This then gives students the opportunities to view other students’ work, to 
get ideas, give feedback, and creates the opportunity to redesign. Allowing students to practice 
writing through multiple mediums also creates collaborative opportunities, which should be of 
equal value in the classroom learning environment.
Students can also be given more opportunity to design their work, rather than have 
templates for what their work should look like. As noted in the literature “literacy pedagogy 
now must account for the burgeoning variety o f text forms associated with information and 
multimedia technologies” (Cazden et al., 1996, p.60); consistently reinforcing traditional print 
literacy templates, such as a journal with space for an image above and printed text below, does 
not allow for students to become familiar with reading variety o f text forms or understanding 
them. This does however afford the students with a number of literacy skills associated with print 
literacy, such as grammar conventions and writing techniques. As noted in the literature review, 
one o f the components o f a multiliteracies classroom includes ongoing meta-dialogues in an 
atmosphere of cognitive pluralism (Kist, 2000), which encourages students’ to be very conscious 
o f the meaning making process and the mediums used within it to express and create meanings, 
and for teachers to be equally conscious o f the importance of not only final product but the 
student’s choice o f  representation. When students are given the opportunity to represent their 
ideas and knowledge in their own ways, new understandings may be formed. When 
incorporating technology into the presentation o f students’ work, students could then have the
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opportunity to make multiple modal ensembles offering new forms o f representation. This would 
also allow students to move away from the linear reading of print text that was discussed in the 
literature review, and practice decoding the “discursive nature” (Burke, 2011, p.38-39) o f digital 
texts.
Other openings for multiliteracies pedagogy within the lessons that I observed include 
linguistic, visual, aural or graphic representations o f knowledge, again moving away from print 
text lessons. The students were able to share their stories orally, and use gestural representations 
in their typewriting, but the stories themselves still needed to be written in print. An opening for 
multiliteracies pedagogy may give the students the opportunity to combine these modes rather 
than use print, or choose their own mode that they feel best suits what they are trying to say.
When discussing the technological possibilities o f assessment, it was also evident that the 
participants were uncomfortable to make the shift from print. Concerns o f teacher-parent 
collaboration seemed at the forefront of their concerns, which seemed odd as the schools deeply 
committed to keeping a strong relationship between school and home. The participants appeared 
uneasy with the idea that this could take away their own professional judgment in assessment 
practices. If participants were to try these practices, they may find benefits for their own 
pedagogy as well as their students. Possibilities in having teachers participate in new types of 
assessment may mean high-quality professional development that combines both practical and 
theoretical actions. Beyond this, professional development opportunities should carefully 
scaffold opportunities for teachers to first engage with and become users o f new literacies 
followed by interactive, participatory sessions to re-imagine their pedagogies in ways that make 
use o f multiliteracies approaches. Participants also expressed a desire for more scaffolding of
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professional development opportunities; this could be achieved through using new technologies. 
The resistance to digital forms of assessment also raises questions with regards to what is driving 
current assessment practices that make digital forms o f assessment unappealing? Until and unless 
educators become proficient users o f new literacies themselves, they may be fearful of 
monitoring and evaluative practices that will reveal their lack o f knowledge or understanding or 
skill in this area.
Conclusions
In conclusion, although there was an acknowledgment of changing definitions o f literacy, 
it was evident that the participants at this school were focused on using print literacy and more 
traditional understandings o f Language Arts in their pedagogy. There were openings within this 
pedagogy for multiliteracies. However, it was also evident that participants were unaware of 
their students own uses o f technology and did not share the same value in using it. A review of 
the curriculum document was conducted because the participants were not using the curriculum 
document in the ways that I had expected. It was evident that participants expressed a desired 
need for high-quality professional development, and lacked the knowledge or terminology 
needed to understand and express multiliteracies pedagogy. The results of this case study were 
quite surprising to me, in that I had felt that the school was an opportune environment for 
engaging in multiliteracies pedagogy; class sizes are small, access and funding for resources, and 
professional development that is individualized to the school. However, the participants’ 
pedagogy in Language Arts still was firmly situated in the print tradition. The participants’ 
inability to communicate using terminology within the multiliteracies field was also surprising, 
as I had not thought of this prior to conducting the case study; this appeared to be a major
101
challenge for participants. In future research, more diagnostic questions on the survey may better 
situate the teachers’ knowledge within this field. Participants were also very hesitant to accept 
and appeared critical o f new literacies in the classroom; this was also surprising. As a researcher, 
this led me to consider the varying perspectives on the use of new literacies such as technology 
in the classroom coming from a teacher’s perspective, rather than from the perspective of other 
researchers.
I had found that the teachers who participated in the case study were very keen and eager 
participants. I felt that they all enjoyed communicating with one another about their practices, 
and all had expressed enjoyment o f being a part o f the study. It was obvious that the participants 
were willing to discuss all components of their school, and saw a benefit to having this type of 
open discussion. When I had introduced the Assess-As-You-Go Writing Assistant (Cope & 
Kalantzis, 2011) to the participants during the second focus group, it was evident that the 
participants, although not accepting, were intrigued by this process. Instructional next steps for 
the research participants in this case could include taking a more active role in discussing 
professional development initiatives at the school, in attempts to make more connections with 
their own pedagogy and evaluate current Language Arts lessons, in attempts to incorporate 
multiple modes o f representation in lessons. High-quality professional development that may 
satisfy the needs o f the participants would include open communication amongst administration 
and teaching staff so expressed needs are known; scaffolded learning opportunities; continuous 
support from administration; regular access to resources used in the professional development; 
and centred on the individual school’s goals.
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While doing this study, I realized that further information is needed regarding 
participants’ multiliteracies knowledge. Understanding the current state of their knowledge 
would better inform how the study could be conducted. Next steps for this research would 
include an examination o f a public school system that is reliant on using the curriculum 
document, using similar research questions, as one o f my primary research questions was not 
answered because the participants were not using the documents in the ways I had anticipated. 
Investigating the ways in which teachers are specifically using the curriculum document in other 
school settings may also further this research. Examining teachers’ perception of available 
resources and professional development opportunities within this school setting could also 
contribute to an understanding o f the support needed for educators to engage in multiliteracies 
pedagogy. Finally, examining a school system that uses standardized testing as an assessment 
practice in relation to my research questions may also further this research.
Summary
The findings from the three data sources, according to the themes developed from the 
analysis were discussed in this chapter. The themes for discussion include traditional definitions 
o f literacy vs. new definitions of literacy and professional development and practice. The 
analysis o f the data situated the participants as highly focused within one area of the broad 
spectrum o f literacy; print. Many o f the participants’ responses indicated that their pedagogy 
included traditional ideas o f literacy, while they also acknowledged the changing definition of 
literacy and the roles that new literacies and multiliteracies take in a Language Arts program. It 
was evident through discussion that the participants were unfamiliar with the terminology in this 
field and had traditional interpretations of many o f the topics and components within
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multiliteracies pedagogy. It was evident that high quality professional development is a support 
that is needed to engage teachers with pedagogy of multiliteracies in the classroom. What may be 
needed in order for this to happen is open communication amongst administration and teaching 
staff so expressed needs are known; scaffolded learning opportunities; continuous support from 
administration; regular access to resources used in the professional development; and individual 
school centred. Although participants were aware o f the role technology would be playing in 
their students’ lives, they were unable to acknowledge any benefits when introduced to the idea 
o f using it for assessment purposes. I also briefly discussed openings for multiliteracies 
pedagogy that I saw in the classroom, which did not appear to be constrained by the curriculum 
document. However, there was not enough data to suggest that multiliteracies pedagogy can be 
created using the curriculum document, as the participants were not using the document in the 
ways in which I had expected. Further information is needed regarding teachers’ own 
multiliteracies knowledge. Next steps for this research would include an examination of a public 
school system that is reliant on using the curriculum document and investigating the ways in 
which teachers are specifically using the curriculum document. Examining teachers’ perception 
o f available resources and professional development opportunities within this school setting 
could also further contribute to an understanding of the support needed for educators to engage 
in multiliteracies pedagogy. Finally, examining a school system that uses standardized testing as 
an assessment practice in relation to my research questions may also further this research.
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Participant Letter o f Information




My name is Jacqueline Stripe and I am Master’s of Education student at the 
Faculty of Education at The University of Western Ontario. I am currently 
conducting research into multiliteracies pedagogy, and would like to invite you to 
participate in this study.
Purpose of the study
The aims of this study are to explore what a language arts program looks like that 
encourages the use of multiliteracies (new media/technology, combinations of text, 
audio and visual forms), how educators may be able to use thè current Language 
Arts curriculum document expectations to create a classroom teaching strategy that 
encourage the use of multiliteracies, and what support is needed for teachers to 
create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the classroom.
If you agree to participate
If you agree to participate in this study you will be asked to complete one survey, 
which you will have three weeks to complete, and will take approximately 30 
minutes to complete; participate in two one hour focus groups, at the school, after 
hours, with other participants, which will be audio-recorded and then transcribed; 
agree to have your classroom observed for one period, once a week for four 
months. Participants can agree to participate in parts or the whole study (i.e. the 
survey but not the focus group). Only one classroom will be used for observation.
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The information collected will be used for research purposes only, and neither your 
name nor information which could identify you will be used in any publication or 
presentation of the study results. All information collected for the study will be 
kept confidential. Participants will have the opportunity to review focus group 
transcripts to ensure accuracy and make any changes they deem necessary. No 
personal identifiers will be asked for during the survey process. However, division 
taught and number of years teaching will be asked. I will protect your identity by 
assigning pseudonyms, and fictionalizing any identifying information.Once data is 
analyzed it will be used in my Master’s thesis.
Risks & Benefits
There are no known risks to participating in this study.
Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to 
answer any questions or withdraw from the study at any time with no effect on 
your employment status.
Questions
If you have any questions about the conduct of this study or your rights as a 
research participant you may contact the Office of Research Ethics, The University 
of Western Ontario. If you have any questions about this study, please contact 
Jacqueline Stripe.
Confidentiality
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Appendix B
Jacqueline Stripe, The University o f Western Ontario
CONSENT FORM
I have read the Letter of Information, have had the nature of the study explained to 
me and I agree to participate in (please check one):
I 1 All components of the research study
I I The survey
| | Two focus groups
| | Classroom observations
All questions have been answered to my satisfaction. Please return this form to 






Student Letter of Information




My name is Jacqueline Stripe and I am Master’s of Education student at the 
Faculty of Education at The University of Western Ontario. I am currently 
conducting research into multiliteracies pedagogy, and would like to invite your 
son/daughter to participate in this study.
Purpose of the study
The aims of this study are to explore what a language arts program looks like that 
encourages the use of multiliteracies (new media/technology, combinations of text, 
audio and visual forms), how educators may be able to use the current Language 
Arts curriculum document expectations to create a classroom teaching strategy that 
encourage the use of multiliteracies, and what support is needed for teachers to 
create opportunities to engage with multiliteracies in the classroom.
If you agree to participate
If you agree that your child may participate in this study, your child will be 
observed in class, once a week, for twelve weeks. The observations are related to 
the teacher’s practices in Language Arts and not related your child’s individual 
work or actions. The consent is given strictly to observe the teachers interactions 
with your child. If you do not consent to your child’s participation in the study, no 
observational notes will be made of your child.
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The information collected will be used for research purposes only, and neither your 
child’s name nor information which could identify your child will be used in any 
publication or presentation of the study results. There will be no personal 
information collected about your child. All information from the observations 
collected for the study will be kept confidential. The only details that will be used 
once the data has been collected is the grade and class size.
Risks & Benefits
There are no known risks to participating in this study.
Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to have your child 
participate in the study and may withdraw your child from the study at any time 
with no effect on their academic status.
Questions
If you have any questions about the conduct of this study or your rights as a 
research participant you may contact the Office of Research Ethics, The University 
of Western Ontario. If you have any questions about this study, please contact 
Jacqueline Stripe.
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Jacqueline Stripe, The University o f  Western Ontario
CONSENT FORM
I have read the Letter of Information, have had the nature of the study explained to 
me and I agree that my child may participate in the study. All questions have been 
answered to my satisfaction. Please return this form to your child’s teacher by 
________________if you agree to have your child participate in the study.
Name of child (please print):
Signature of Child:





Multiliteracies pedagogy within the context o f  the Language Arts
curriculum
Division taught:______________________________
Number o f years spent teaching:_______________
Please answer the following questions by either circling the most applicable response or using the space 
provided to write a response for short answer questions. If necessary, you may attach additional pages 
with your response. If  you do this, please ensure your answers are numbered. Please submit the 
survey to Jacqueline Stripe’s mailbox no later than Friday, February 25, 2011.
1. How would you define literacy?
2. In what ways, if any, do you use multimodal texts (combinations o f print, graphics, 
animations, and electronic text) during Language Arts? (i.e. preparing lessons, teacher 
resources, student resources, individual work, group work, partner work)
3. What are specific examples, if any, o f students working collaboratively during Language 
Arts?
4. In deciding whether students should work individually or collaboratively, what are the 
determining factors?
5. In what ways, if any, do students have the opportunity to design or redesign writing or 
reading pieces?
6. When preparing lessons for students, what are the characteristics o f the texts that you 
generally use?
7. Please give specific examples of the types of activities you would generally use for a 
reading comprehension task?
8. Please give specific examples o f the types o f activities you would generally use for a 
writing conventions task?
115
9. How often, if any, do you incorporate technology (computers, iPods, 
Promethean/SMART boards) into your lessons on a weekly basis?
a. 0-1 times per week
b. 2-3 times per week
c. 4 or more times per week
10. On a scale o f 1 to 5, 1 being o f least value and 5 being of most value, how do you value 
the use of technology as a teaching tool?
1 2 3 4 5




12. Do you feel that the Language Arts curriculum document provides adequate direction in 
both delivering and assessing expectations? If  answered no, please answer question #13, 
if answered yes, please proceed to #14.
a. Yes
b. No
13. Please describe the major areas of weakness you see in the Language Arts curriculum 
document with regards to the direction given in both delivering and assessing 
expectations:
14. Which o f the following could be considered the biggest challenge when attempting new 
pedagogy in the classroom:
a. Access to Professional development




15. Do you generally format assessments around the achievement level chart in the 
curriculum document? If no, please describe the ways in which you form assessments.
a) Yes
b) No:
16. Do you have choice in professional development opportunities at your school?
a) Yes
b) No
Thank you for completing the survey. Please submit this to Jacqueline Stripe’s mailbox no 





1. Do you see a change in the definition or how we define literacy or literary practices?
2. How do these changes make you feel?
3. How do you use the Language Arts curriculum document? Or do you use the Language 
Arts curriculum document?
4. The term multimodal is or means ...
5. Multimodal texts are...
6. Do you feel that multimodal texts can be incorporated into curriculum expectations?
7. Do you see the literacy practices your students are taking part in outside o f the school 
affecting their literacy practices inside o f the school?
8. How would you complete this sentence: technology in the classroom is...
9. What are teaching tools that you find helpful for literacy?
Focus Group 2:
1. What types or qualities o f professional development are meaningful to you?
2. What types o f professional development opportunities do you feel would enhance your 
Language Arts program?
3. We have talked about changing dynamics of the Language Arts program, do you see any 
needs for changes in professional development?
4. During what stages o f a unit do you use assessments?
5. How do you develop assessments ? What do you think o f when you format assessments?
6. “At the writing o f this text, New Literacies Researcher Bill Cope is working on the 
development o f a complex Assess-as-you-go Writing Assistant that aims to capture and 
display individual and collaborative work in a web-based environment. Central to the 
development o f this project is a desire to allow teachers, students, parents and the public 
opportunities to access the performance anytime, rather than waiting for report cards or 
tests. The New Agenda fo r  Assessment, as they have described it, consists o f 6 core 
principles: Builds on identity and social cognition; Measures metacognition; Is 
ubiquitous; Offers formative assessment; Promotes authentic learning; and Uses 
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